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ABSTRACT 

This report contains detailed data on average 
salaries in the comparison institutions of the University of 
California and the California State University. It analyzes raw data 
submitted by comparison institutions for the University and State 
University and then provides a detailed written analysis of faculty 
salary parity computations. It is noted that for the 1991-92 academic 
year, the estimated faculty salary parity amount for the University 
is a 3.5% increase and for tho State University is a 4.1% increase. 
The report includes analysis of salary increases granted for the past 
13 years in California compared to increases in the national and 
California Consumer Price Indexes. It also presents a discussion of 
faculty compensation beyond the standard scale for the past 2 years 
at the University of California and the implications of these high 
salaries for the University's ability to attract the finest scholars 
in the nation. It is further noted that comparative analysis shows 
the University of California has been able to maintain a competitive 
position over the past 5 years, while the State University has 
improved its position in each of its faculty ladder ranks. Appendices 
include Senate Resolution No. 51, 1965, and the methods for 
calculating salary and fringe benefit comparisons. Contains six 
references, (GLR) 
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Summary 



Annually, in accordance with Senate Concurrent 
Resolution No. 51 of the 1965 General Legisla- 
tive Session, the Commission submits to the 
Governor and the Legislature an analysis of fac- 
ulty salaries in the University of California and 
the California State University for the forth- 
coming fiscal year. 

In this report for the 1991-92 fiscal year, the 
Commission analyzes the data submitted to the 
University and State University by their respec- 
tive groups of com^Muison institutions and shows 
how those data are formulated into "parity per- 
centages" - that is, the amount of increase in 
salary necessary for each segment to maintain a 
competitive position in relation to the average of 
its respective comparison group of institutions. 

This year, the estimated faculty salary parity 
amount for the University is a 3.5 percent in- 
crease and for the State University is a 4.1 per- 
cent increase. 

In this year's report, the Commission includes an 
analysis on pages 4-5 of salary increases granted 
for the past 13 years in California compared to 
increases in tlie national and California Con- 
sumer Price Indices. It also presents a discussion 
on pages 9-14 of faculty compensation beyond 
the standard scale fcr the past two years at the 
University of California and the implications of 
these high salaries for the University's ability to 
attract the finest scholars in the nation. 

The Commission adopted this report at its meet- 
ing on April 28, 1991, on recommendation of its 
Policy Development Committee. Additional 
copies of the report may be obtained from the 
Publications Office of the Commission at t9l6) 
324-4991, Questions about the substance of the 
report may be directed to Murray J. Haberman 
of the Commission staff at (916) 322-8001, 
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Summary and Conclusions 



THIS 1991-92 faculty salary leport contaias de- 
tailed data on average salaries in the comparison 
institutions of the University of California and the 
California State University. It analyzes raw data 
submitted by comparison institutions for the Uni- 
versity and State University and then provides a 
detailed written analysis oi faculty salary parity 
computations. 



Competitive position of the 
University and State University 

Comparisons of the University of California and the 
California State University with their respective 
comparison groups reveal that the University has 
been able to maintain a competitive position over 
the past five years when compared to its list of eight 
comparison institutions, whik* the State University 
has improved its position in e.ich of its faculty lad- 
der ranks in relation to its 20 comparison insti- 
tutions. 



Parity for the California State University 

'rhe California State University collected actual da- 
ta from 16 of its 20 comparison institutions, with 
the remaining four being unable to offer current 
data for various reasons. As specified in the salary 
methodology agreed to by State officials, the Com- 
mission made salary estimates for those four insti- 
tutions. In addition, the Commission excluded com- 
parison institution salary data for law faculty in 
this year's calculation and replaced three previous 
comparison Ltistitutions with three new institutions 
to adjust foi any compensation loss attributed to the 
exclusion of these law faculty. The Commission es- 
timates that a salary increase of 4.07 percent is nec- 
essary to keep State University faculty at the mean 
of fts 20 comparison institutions. The State Uni- 
versity's Trustees, following a practice instituted 
since the implementation of collective bargaining, 
has in essence agreed to the 4.07 percent figure, to 
be effective in the 1991-92 fiscal year, provided it is 
negotiated as part of upcoming collective bargain- 
ing discussions. 



Parity for the University of California 

The University of California obtained actual 1990- 
91 data firom all of its eight comparison institutions. 
Based on these data, the Commission estimates that 
tor 1991-92, University faculty members will re- 
quire an average salary increase of 3.47 i^rcent to 
bring them to the mean of their compari^n group. 



University salaries above standard 

This report includes a discussion on pages 9- 14 re- 
garding the University's nine^month faculty who 
earned in excess of $100,000 effective January 1, 
1990, and those faculty earning a comparable 
amount during the current fiscal year. With respect 
to this topic, the report raises some implications of 
these salaries for the University in its attempt to at- 
tract the finest research scholars. 



H 
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Origins and Methods of Analysis 



ANNUALLY, in accordance with Senate Concur* 
rent Resolution No. 51 of the 1965 General Legisla- 
tive Session (reproduced in Appendix A on pages 21- 
22), the University of California and the California 
State University submit to the Commission data on 
faculty salaries for their respective institutions and 
for a group of comparison colleges and universities. 
On the basis of these data« Commission staff de- 
velops estimates of the percentage changes in sala- 
ries required to attain parity with the coirparison 
groups in the forthcoming fiscal year. The method- 
ology requires that parity figu for both segments 
be submitted to the Dei»rtment of Finance and the 
Office of the Legislative Analyst by December 5 of 
each year. 

The methodology by which the segments collect 
these data and the Commission staff analyzes them 
(Appendix B, pp. 23-30) has been designed by the 
Commission in consultation with the University of 
California, the California State University, the De- 
partment of Finance, and the Office of the Legisla- 
tive Analyst, and was originally published in the 
Commission's Methods for Calculating Salary and 
Fringe Benefit Cost Comparisons (March 1985). It 
has since been revised four times to reflect changes 
in the methodology used for calculating the parity 
figure and to reflect changes in the University of 
California's and California State University's group 
of comparison institutions (June 1987, January 
1988, and June 1989). 

An additional report, requested in previous years by 
the Office of the Legislative Analyst and subse- 
quently incorporated into Supplemental Language 
to the Budget Act, discusses faculty salaries in the 
California Community Colleges, administrators' 
salaries in the four-year segments, and medical fac- 
ulty compensation (salaries plus clinical fees) in the 
University of California, The first two of these three 
documents are annual reports; the third is pre- 
sented only in odd- numbered years. In the current 
cycle, all three of these reports - community college 
faculty salaries, administrators' salaries at the Uni- 
versity and State University, and Univerr ity medi- 



cal faculty salaries - will be discussed by the Com- 
mission at its meeting on June 8-9, 1991. 



History of the faculty salary reports 

The impetus for the faculty salary report came from 
the Master Plan Survey Team in 1960, which rec- 
ommended that: 

3. Greatly increased salaries and expanded 
fringe benefits, such as health and group life 
insurance, leaves, and travel funds to attend 
professional meeting, housing, parking and 
moving expenses* be provided for faculty 
members in order to make college and univer- 
sity teaching attractive as compared with 
business and industry. 

8. Because of the continual change in faculty de- 
mand and supply, the coordinating agency 
annually collect pertinent data from all seg- 
ments of higher education in the state and 
thereby make possible the testing of the as- 
sumptions underlying this report (Master 
Plan Survey Team, 1960, p. 12). 

For four years thereafter, the Legislature continu- 
ally sought information regarding faculty compen- 
sation, information which came primarily from the 
Legislative Analyst in the Analysis of the Budget 
Bill and from the Coordinating Council for Higher 
Education in its ^ jxnual reports to the Governor and 
the Legislature on the level of support for public 
higher education. While undoubtedly helpful to the 
process of determining faculty compensation levels, 
these reports were considered to be insufficient, es- 
pecially by the Assembly, which consequently re- 
quested the Legislative Analyst to prepare a specif- 
ic report on the subject (liuuse Resolution No 250, 
1964 First Extraordinary Session; reproduced in 
Appendix C, pp. 31-32) 

Early in the 1965 General Session, the Legislative 
Analyst presented his report {Appendix D, pp. 33- 



42) and recommended that the proceM of developing 
data for use by the Legislature and the Governor in 
determining faculty compensation be formalized. 
This recommendation was embodied in Senate Con- 
current Resolution No. 51 (1965), which sf^ciflcally 
directed the CcK>rdinating Council - the predecessor 
to the Postsecondary Education Commission - to 
prei^ire annual reports in cooperation with the Uni- 
versity of California and the California State CoU 
leges. 

Since that time, the Coordinating Council and, 
more recently, the Commission have submitted re- 
ports to the Governor and the Legislature. Prior to 
the 1973-74 budgetary cycle, the Coordinating 
Council submitted only one report annually, usu- 
ally in March or April. Between 1974-75 and 1986- 
86, the Commission compiled two reports - a pre- 
liminary report transmitted in December, and a fi- 
nal report in April or May. The first was intended 
principally to assist the Department of Finance in 
developing cost-of-living adjustments presented in 
the Governor's Budget, while the second was used 
by the Legislative Analyst and the legislative fiscal 
committees during budget hearings. Each of them 
compared faculty salar-es and the cost of fringe 
benefits in California's public four-year segments 
with those of other institutions (both within and 
outside of California) for the purpose of maintaining 
a competitive position. 



Changes in content and methodology 

Over a period of several years, the Commission's 
salary reports became more comprehensive. Orig- 
inally they provided only comparison institution 
data, and occasionally they were expanded to in- 
clude summaries of economic conditions; compari- 
sons with other professional workers; discussions of 
supplemental income and business and industrial 
comjretition for talent; analyses of collective bar- 
gaining; and community college faculty salaries, 
medical faculty salaries, and administrators' sala- 
ries. The last three of these additions to the annual 
reports were all requested by the Office of the Leg- 
islative Analyst: community college and medical 
faculty salaries in 1979, and administrators' sal- 
aries at the University of California and California 
State University in 1982. 
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In 1984, the Commission convened an advisory com- 
mittee consisting of representatives from the seg- 
ments, the Department of Finance, the OfTice of the 
Legislative Analyst, and other interested parties to 
review the methodology under which the salary re- 
ports are. prepared each year. That committee's 
deliberations led to a number of substantive rev'> 
sions that were approved by the Commission in 
March 1986 in the previously mentioned Methods 
for Calculating Salary and Fringe Benefit Cost 
Comparisons, Among the more significant of those 
changes were those to create a new list of compari- 
son institutions for the State University, produce 
only a single report rather than a preliminrry and a 
final report, and provide University of California 
medical faculty salary information bienniaily rath- 
er than annually. 

In the late 19708 and early 1980s, the Commission's 
faculty salary reports included comprehensive sur- 
veys of economic conditions and salaries paid in oth- 
er occupational fields. Such data were needed at 
that time since evidence had shown that faculty sal- 
aries at most institutions of higher education across 
the country were not keeping pace with changes in 
the cost of living or with salary increases granted to 
other professional workers. Since faculty salaries 
in California are based primarily on interinstitu- 
tional comparisons, those at the University of Cali- 
fornia and the California State University were un- 
dergoing an economic erosion comparable to that 
experienced by public universities nationally. That 
erosion made it increasingly difficult to recruit the 
most talented teachers and researchers, especially 
in competition with the substantially higher sala- 
ries generally available in business and industry. 

Consequently, in order to provide the Governor and 
the Legislature with as much information as possi- 
ble on a complex situation, the Commission expand- 
ed considerably the scope of those salary analyses 

In the past eight years - 1984-85 to 1991-92 - the 
salary deficiencies experienced by faculty in the two 
public four-year segments clearly appear to have 
been corrected, as have those of most other institu- 
tions of higher education across the country. Dis- 
play 1 on the opposite page shows the parity figures 
the Commission derived for the University and 
State University throughout the 1980s, and com- 
pares those figures with the amounts actually ap- 
proved by the Governor and Legislature, along with 
percentage increases in both the national and Cali- 

I" 



DISPLAY I CompdHsons of Faculty Salary Parity Adjustment Calculations by the Commission 
with Actual Percentage Increases Provided in State Buckets and United States and 
California Fiscal Year Consumer Price Indices 1979- 80 Through 1991-92 

Untversitv of California T^fl J^aUfQre ia. S^te Un iv ersity United States California 



1 CP* 


^ fti m i sA 1 ft n 




w.Q in in iaiilHIlA 




Consumer Price tndei; Consumer Price Indei; 
( Piflcai Year 1 ( Piscal Vear ) 


1979-80 


12.6% 


14.5% 


10.1% 


14.5% 


14.4% 


14.9% 


1980-81 


5.0 


9.8 


0.8 


9.8 


9.9 


11.6 


1981-82 


5.8 


6.0 


0.5 


6.0 


6.9 


10.8 


1982-83 


9.8 


0.0 


2.3 


0,0 


3.2 


2.2 


1983-84 


18,5 


7.0 


9.2 


6,0 


44 


3.7 


1984-85 


10.6 


9.0 


7.6 


10.0 


3.7 


5.3 


1985-86 


6.5 


9.5 


N.A 


10.5 


1.7 


3.6 


1986-87 


1.4 


5.0 


6.9 


6.8 


3.8 


3.3 


1987-88 


2.0 


5.6 


6.9 


6.9 


3,9 


4.4 


1988-89 


3.0 


3.0 


4.7 


4.7 


5.2 


4.8 


1989-90 


4.7 


4.7 


4 8 


4.8 


5.0 


4.9 


1990-91 


4.8 


4.8 


4.9 


4.9 


5.2 (estimated) 


5,6 (estimated) 


1991-92 


3.5 


0.0 


4.1 


0.0 


6.1 (projected) 


5.6 (projected) 



N.A.: No parity adjustment was computed for the State University for the 19^86 year. 

Note: Some of the percentage increaeee provided in the Budget were for a period of time less than a full year. There have been 

changes in both the University and State Univenity comparison groups over this time and there was a change in the Stat^ 
University's computation methodology in 1985. 

Source: Consumer Price Index: Commission on State Finance. Remainder California Postaecondary Education Commission. 



fornia Consumer Price Indices. The display shows 
that in 1982^33 and 1983^84, both the University 
and State University sigrnificantiy lagged their 
comparison institutions. Although other institu- 
tions throughout the country experienced similar 
salary erosion. University and State University fac- 
ulty salarie ieciined even further in relation to 
their comp ison groups. 

In the past seven years, strong i^rformances in the 
State's and national economies have generated 
State revenues sufficient to restore faculty salaries 
to levels where the segments are now better able to 
compete with private business and industry. Clear- 
ly, the State of California has shown a commitment 
to maintain the excellence of both the University of 
California and the California State University by 
regularly improving the resources available to 



these segments. As a result, there is less need for 
the extensive economic conditions and occupational 
salary data that the Commission published in prior 
years- 

However, because of severe State revenue short- 
falls, this year's Governor's Budget provides no cost- 
of-living increases for faculty salaries at either the 
University of California or the California State 
University. Thus, if the State's current fiscal crisis 
continues through the next year, it may again be 
necessary for the Commission to present an exten- 
sive analysis of economic conditions, as well as a 
comprehensive review of occupational salary infor- 
mation, in that the salaries paid to University and 
State University faculty may again significantly 
lag behind those paid to their comparison institu^ 
tion counterparts. 



Six years ago, due primarily to issues of confidenti- 
ality and technical difficulties in collecting data in a 
timely fashion, the advisory committee met again to 
conaider changes in the methodology* The commit- 
tee suggested several revisions to the methodology 
at that meeting to address those issues. The Com- 
mission acted on those recommendations when it 
adopted its report. Faculty Salary Revisions: A Re- 
vision of the Commissions 1985 Methodology for 
Preparing Its Annual Reix>rts on Faculty and Ad- 
ministrative Salaries and Fringe Benefits, at its 
June 1987 meeting. 

At that time, the University of California agreed to 
continue to use the eight comparison institutions it 
had used for the past 16 years. After further anal- 
yzing salary trends at these eight institutions later 
in the summer, however, the University determined 
that the economic situation, esi^ially in the mid- 
west, had adversely affected at least one of its com- 
parison institutions - the University of Wisconsin, 
Madison - causing only marginal increases in its 
faculty salaries in contrast to increases elsewhere. 
Furthermore, the University sought to build into its 
list of comparison institutions a ''competitive edge"* 
- a percentage amount added to the computed par- 
ity figure. Thus '^in the best interest of the Univer- 
sity and the State," it formally requested the Com- 
mission to approve substitution of the University 
of Virginia for the University of Wisconsin and the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology for Cornell 
University. As part of this proposal, it agreed to 
abandon requests for the 1988-89 and subsequent 
fiscal years for ''competitive edge" funds, noting 
that the traditional methodology of projected lag to 
parity would be sufHcient, given the new compari- 
son group. The Commission approved this change 
in the University's comparison institutions at its 
February 1988 meeting. 

Two years ago, the Commission again considered 
changes in its methodology when it responded to 
Supplemental Budget Language to the 1988-89 
Budget Act that directed it to convene its salary 
methodology advisory committee in order to evalu- 
ate whether the estimated average salaries at the 
State University's comparison institutions should 
be adjusted for the full eflfect, rather than the exist- 
ing partial efTect, of law school faculty among its 
comparison institution group. The Commission was 
also directed to determine the appropriateness of re- 
taining any eflect of law school faculty employed by 
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comparison institutions when computing a final 
State University faculty salary parity figure, and to 
provide a justification for it. 

In June 1989, the Commission adopted the recom- 
mendation of its advisory committee that for pur- 
poses of reporting comparable '^academic'* salary in- 
formation for both the State University and its com- 
parison institutions, all law faculty should be re- 
moved from the methodology used for computing 
the State University's parity figure during the 
1991-92 budget cycle - the year in which the cur- 
rent collective bargaining agreement tetween the 
faculty and the administration expires. This year's 
report thus reflects the exclusion of comparison- 
institution law faculty. 

However, in removing comparison institution law 
faculty, it was clear that the State University's com- 
petitiveness in the marketplace would be under- 
mined in that its instructional budget would be re- 
duced by approximately $7.5 million because of a 
reduction in the calculation of its parity figure. 
Recognizing the dangers implicit in this reduction — 
especially its impact on the recruitment and reten- 
tion of faculty the Commission considered a mod- 
est change in the State University's group of com- 
parison institutions in order to recover approxi- 
mately one-half cf the estimated revenue loss at- 
tributed to the removal of comparison institution 
law faculty. In September 1989, the Commission 
called for deleting three existing comparison insti- 
tutions - Virginia Polytechnic Institute, the Uni- 
versity of Bridgeport, and Mankato State Universi- 
ty - and replacing them with three new institutions 
- the University of Connecticut, George Mason 
University, and Illinois State University This 
year s report also reflects this change in comparison 
institutions. 



Contents of this year's report 

For the 1991-92 cvcle, this report contains data on 
faculty salaries at the University of Cclifornia and 
the California State University. 

This year's report contains a special section show- 
ing the number of University of California faculty 
who earn in excess of $100,000 in years 1990 and 
1991, with accompanying information on age, sex, 

12 



ethnicity, and discipline. Discussed in this section 
are some implications of the University's hiring of 
these high paid faculty, and how State resources 
may be insufficient for the University to attract the 
finest research schclars while maintaining its pool 
of instructional fuculty. 



This summer, the Commission will issue a supple- 
mental report on community college faculty sala- 
ries, public four-year segment administrators' sala- 
ries, and University of California medical faculty 
salaries. 



Projected Salaries Required for Parity 
3 at California's Public Universities 



THIS year's salary analysis presents a comprehen- 
sive examination of faculty salary comparison insti- 
tution data. Using computerized spreadsheets, Com- 
mission staff analyzes raw data that have been pro- 
vided by the University's eight and State Universi- 
ty's 20 comi^ison institutions 



University of California 

On November 15, 1990, the Regents of the Univer- 
sity of California requested the Governor and the 
Lfegislature to approve funding sufficient to grant 
University faculty an average salary increase of 3.5 
percent. This amount was to maintain parity with 
the University's eight comparison institutions. 
This percentage increase was based on final data for 
all eight comparison institutions. 

Projected salaries 

Display 2 on page 10 shows the average salaries by 
rank at the comparison institutions in 1985-86 and 
1990-91, as well as the University's position in each 
of these two years. It indicates that, over the past 
five years, at the rank of professor, the University 
position has declined to fifth from fourth while slip- 
ping from second to fourth at the assistant professor 
level. At the associate professor level, the Universi- 
ty improved its n!lative ranking from fourth to 
third. Decreases in relative rank of University lad- 
der rank faculty may be misleading, however, in 
that in 1985-86 the University received special 
''margin-of-exceUence" funds that add^ 3 j^rcent 
to that year's parity figure, thus improving the Uni- 
versity's overall position in relation to its compari- 
son group of institutions in that year. 

Of most interest is the fact that coraf^nsation pro- 
vided to entry-level assistant professors continues 
to exceed the average compensation of its compari- 
son group, and since many of the University's new 



faculty members will be hired at this level, it is im- 
portant that it maintain that competitive position 
for the hiring of new yoimg faculty. 

It also should be noted that because the University's 
faculty received their final salary adjustment on 
January I, 1991, the computed averafje annual by 
rank salaries shown in Display 3 for academic year 
1990-91 are greater than the salaries actually 
earned by the faculty for this entire academic year. 
In reality, the salaries for the 1990-91 academic 
year are profes^rs, $74,361; associate professors, 
$50,217; and assistant professors, $42,952 

Conversion factors 

Display 3 on page 11 shows the parity calculations 
for the 1991-92 fiscal year, and it indicates that the 
University will require an increase of 3.47 percent 
to maintain parity at the mean of its comparison 
group. An important element in deriving institu- 
tional average salaries is the factor used to convert 
eleven-month salaries to nine-month salaries. In 
most cases, this conversion is derived by dividing 
nine by eleven to produce a factor of 0.8182. 

Historically, however, the University has used a 
conversion factor of 0.86 to adjust its eleven-month 
salaries to nine-month salaries. To assure consis- 
tency, the Commission applies the 0.86 factor to 
each of the University's comparison institutions. 

Display 4 on page 12 shows the University's 1990- 
91 salary schedule, with the actual conversions. 

University faculty paid above scale 

Display 5 on page 13 shows data for University of 
California nine-month professors who are paid in 
excess of $100,000, excluding medical and law pro- 
fessors, for the past two years. These faculty mem- 
bers are often Nobel Laureates, Field Medal Schol- 
ars, Pulitzer Prize winners. National Academy of 



DISPLAY 2 University of California Comparison Institution Average Salaries, 1985-36 
and 1990-91 

Compariaon Inatitution Professor Associate Profesaof Assistant Profcssof 

1985-86 



Institution H 


$64,452(1) 


$36,065 (8) 


$30,575 (7) 


Institution A 


62,848(2) 


42,900(1) 


34,828(1) 


Institution D 


59,868 (3) 


36.450 (7) 


28.603 (9) 


University of California 


58,376(4) 


38.871 (5) 


34,188(2) 


Institution F 


58,400 (5) 


41,400(2) 


33,100(3) 


Institution C 


56,062 (6) 


39,761 (3) 


30.968 (5) 


Institution B 


53,800 (7) 


36,700 (6) 


28,900 (8) 


Institution G 


50,666 (8) 


35.279 (9) 


30,814(6) 


Institution E 


49,594 (9) 


39,665 (4) 


31,769(4) 


Comparison 
Institution Average 


$56,936 


$38,278 


$31,195 



1990-91 



Institution K 


$85,556(1) 


$48,225 (7) 


$46,316(2) 


Institution A 


82.658 (2) 


58,575(1) 


46,310(3) 


Institution F 


80,360 (3) 


56,729 (2) 


46,788(1) 


Institution D 


79,014(4) 


48,705 (6) 


39,116(8) 


University of California 


76.438 (3) 


52428(3) 


43,887 (4) 


Institution C 


70,401 (6) 


50,365 (5) 


39,893(6) 


Institution B 


69,431 (7) 


47,951 (8) 


38,728(9) 


Institution E 


68,921 (8) 


51,584(4) 


43,679(5) 


Institution G 


62,987 (9) 


45,015(9) 


39,778(7) 


Comparison 
Institution Average 


$74,916 


$50,894 


$42,576 



Note: The data in the 1990-91 ubleforthe University of California reflect salary increases awarded on January 1, 1991. Actual 
salanes earned by University faculty for the 1990-91 fiscal year are thus slightly lower than listed here, and these 
differences could affect the University's ranking. The rankings for several comparison institutions may also be affected 
by salary increases given at times other than the first day of the fiscal year. 



Soivce: Office of the President, University of California. 



DISPLAY 3 University of California Comparison Group Average Salaries, 1985-86 ^nd 1990^91. 

Compound Rates of Increase, Projected Comparison Group Average Salaries, 1991-92, 
Projected Parity Comparisons, and Projected 1991-92 Staffing Patterns 



Acadetmc Rank 


Comparison Group 
Average Salaries 
1985-86 


Comparison Group 
AveragB Salaries 
1990-91 


Compound Rate 
of Increase 


Comparison Group 
Projected Salaries 
1991-92 


Professor 




$ 56,936 


$74,916 


5.642 % 


$ 79.143 


Associate Professor 




38,278 


50,894 


5.863 


53,877 


Assistant Professor 




31,195 


42,576 


6.418 


45,309 




University of 
California 


Comparison Group Average Salsri**:^ 


Perc«nta'^<; Increase Required in 
Univp.sity of California Average 
'uilaries to Equal the Comparison 
Institution Average 


Academic Rank 


Actual Average 
Salaries 


Actual 1990-91 


Projpjted 1991-92 


Actual 1990-91 


Projected 1991 92 


Professor 


$76,438 


$74,916 


$79,143 


-1.99% 


3.54% 


Associate Professor 


52,128 


50,894 


53,877 


-2.37 


3.36 


Assistant Professor 


43,887 


42,576 


45,309 


-2.99 


3.24 


Ail Ranks Averages 
(UC Staffing) 


$65,519 


$ 64,092 


$ 57,794 


-2.18*^ 


3.47% 


Institutional Budget 
Year Staffing Pattern 
(Full Time Equivalent) 


Professor 


Associate 
Profes«)r 


Assistant 
Professor 


ToUl 




University of California 


3,548 


1,087 


1,118 


5,753 




Comparison Institutions 


4,356.55 


1,930.92 


1,924.57 


8,212,04 





Source: University of California, Office of the President, reproduced in Appendix E. 



Science scholars, or other premier researchers and 
teachers in their field. 

Last year, 146 faculty appeared in this category. Of 
these, 35 were in the humanities or social sciences, 
57 were in the physical or life sciences, 43 were in 
engineering, and 11 were in the discipline of man- 
agement. In addition, the salaries of 20 eleven- 
month professors exceeded $100,000, but their nine- 
month equivalent was under that amount. 

In addition, the highest 1990 median salary - 
$106,300 - was paid in engineering, while the high- 

ERIC 



est overall salary - $122,100 - was paid in the 
physical sciences. Only two women and three non- 
white minority faculty earned in excess of $100,000 
in 1990, 

This year, 306 faculty (more than twice the number 
from last year) appear in the over $100,000 cate- 
gory. Of these, 78 are in the humanities or social 
sciences, 93 are in the physical or life sciences, 115 
are in engineering, and 20 are in the discipline of 
management. In addition, the salaries of 22 eleven- 

11 



DISPLAY 4 University of California 1990-91 Salary Schedule for Nine-Month and Eleven-Month 
Faculty, with Percentage Differences, Effective January I, 1991" 



Nine-Month 
Faculty by Rank 


Stepl 


Step 2 


Step 3 


Step 4 


Steps 


Step 6 


Step 7 


Steps 


Professor 


$51,400 


$55,400 


$60,700 


$66,400 $72,200 


$78,300 


$o4,o00 




Associate 
Professor 


43.100 


45,700 


48,300 


51,300 


55,300 


\/A 


N/A 


N/A 


Assistant 
Professor 


35,900 


37,400 


38,800 


40,500 


43,500 


45,600 


N/A 


N/A 


Eleven-Month 
Faculty by Rank 


Step 1 


Step 2 


Step 3 


Step 4 


Step 5 


Step 6 


Step 7 


Step 8 


Professor 


$59,600 


$64,300 


$70 400 


$77,000 1 


$83,800 


$90,800 


$98,100 


$106,000 


Associate 
Professor 


50,000 


53,000 


55.900 


59,500 


64,200 


NVA 


N/A 


N/A 


Assistant 
Professor 


41,600 


43,300 


45,100 


47,000 


49.900 


52,900 


N/A 


N/A 


Percentage 
Difference by 
Rank 


Step 1 


Step 2 


Step 3 


Step 4 Step 5 


Step 6 


Step? 


Sta^8 


Overall 
Av€rai?e 


Professor 


86.24% 


86.16% 


86 22% 1 


36.23% 86.16% 86.23% 86.24% 86.13%' 




Associate 
Professor 


86.20 


86.22 


86.40 : 


86.22 86 14 


N/A 


NVA 


N/A 




Assistant 
Professor 


86.30 


86.37 


86 03 


86.17 87.17 


86.20 


N/A 


N/A 




Average 


86.25% 


86.25% 


86.22% 


86.21% 86.49% 86.22% 8b.24% 86.13% 


86.25^ 



*Add 10 percent to each step for busmesa/managemeat and engineering facuity. 
Source: University ofCalifomis, Office of the President 



month professors exceeded $100,000, but their nine- 
month equivalent was under that amount. 

The highest 1991 median salary $108,800 is 
paid in management, compared to engineering a 
year ago. Similarly, the highest overall salary - 
$129,000 - is also paid in management, compared 
to the physical sciences a year ago. This year only 
one woman earned in excess of $100,000, while 29 
non-whites earned this amount. 



Perhaps one of the most interesting facts shown in 
these two displays is the average age of these facul- 
ty, which currently ranges from 56 in management 
to 62 in the social sciences, suggesting that these 
scholars have been employed by the University or 
other academic institutions for many years. Con- 
sidering that the average age of these high-paid 
scholars continues to increase in most of those disci- 
plines depicted, it is fair to suggest that many of 
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DISPLAY 5 University of California 1990-91 Nine-Month Faculty Salaries Above $100,000, 
Effective January 1, 1990 and 1991 



Salaries Charactemtics 



Disciplioe 


Numb«r 


High 


Median 


Women 


Non-White 


Averaii^e Aire 


Humanities 


17 


$115,700 


$103,800 


1 


1 


59 


Life Sciences 


10 


108,100 


104,500 


0 


0 


61 


Physical Sciences 


47 


122,100 


104,300 


1 


I 


58 


Social Sciences 


IS 


113,200 


103,800 


0 


1 


62 


Management^ 


11 


120,600 


105,200 


0 


0 


54 


Engineering! 


43 


116,700 


106,300 


0 


0 


59 



Humanities 


45 


$124,800 


$106,000 


I 


0 


60 


Life Sciences 


14 


119,600 


102,700 


0 


0 


61 


Physical Sciences 


79 


127,000 


105,400 


0 


3 


59 


Social Sciences 


33 


117,700 


103,800 


0 


0 


82 


Management ! 


20 


129,000 


108,800 


0 


0 


56 


Engineering! 


115 


122,800 


100,700 


0 


26 


59 



Sole: Eleven-month salaries have been converted to nine-month equivalent salaries as is the practice in the University's annual 
ref>ort. In addition to these faculty, 20 more in 1990 and 22 in 1991 had eleven-month salaries exceeding $100,000, but whose 
nine-month equivalent was under $100,000, 

1. Special scale. 

Source: University of California, Office of the President, 



these scholars will be retiring during the next five 
to ten years. 

Because of these retirements and because the Uni- 
versity continues to seek the finest researchers from 
throughout the country, the University has had to 
expend significant resources in recent years in or- 
der to attract these types of scholars to its cam- 
puses. Clearly, not all new hires are or should be 
made at the highest levels. But as the premier re- 
search system in the world, the University has had 
to hire many high-level faculty from both the pri- 
vate sector or other prestigious institutions to re- 
plenish similar faculty who retired or moved to oth- 



er institutions, at salaries well above the average 
paid to full professors in general. 

When hired, these faculty are corai^nsated at levels 
far above the regular salary compensation provided 
by the State for **vacant" faculty positions. (Cur- 
rently, for vacant iX)sitions, the State provides 
$38,800 - Assistant Professor, Step 3 J Engineering 
and business/management faculty start at 10 per- 
cent more than this average. Although most of 
these scholars are not paid in excess of $100,000, 
many are paid at salaries equal to if not greater 
than those they earned at either the campus or pri- 
vate research facility from which they came - an 



amount far in excess of the amount provided by the 
State. 

The implications for the University's policy of hir- 
ing the best and brightest are apparent. The Uni- 
versity must find from within existing resources the 
difference between the $38,800 provided by the 
State and the compensation actually j^d to the fac* 
ulty member. In doing so, the University often uses 
resources allocated to other existing faculty vacan- 
cies in order to fund a single high paid faculty posi- 
tion. When this occurs, those ''other vacancies'* re- 
main unfilled, and instructional activities in the de- 
partment from which those resources are taken may 
be undermined. 

Throughout the next decade, many of the Universi- 
ty's high paid scholars will be retiring and enroll- 
ment growth will be significant. During this time, 
the University anticipates a need for about 10,000 
new faculty. The situation of reallocating resources 
among departments will become severe if the Uni- 
versity is to continue to attract premier scholars 
and the State funds vacancies at only entry-level 
salaries. As part of its long-range planning for fac- 
ulty, the Commission will continue to explore the 
need of adequate faculty salary resources to main- 
tain the continuing competitiveness of both the 
University's instructional and research faculty. 



The California State University 

Shifts in rank 

Over the past seven years, and principally because 
of salary increases granted in the past four years, 
the State University has improved its competitive 
position nationally. Displays 6 and 7 on pages 15 
and 16 show average salaries at its comparison 
institutions in 1985-86 and 1990-91, as well as the 
State University faculty's relative position on each 
list. These displays Indicate that while the State 
University's ladder faculty ranked tenth at the pro- 
fessor level, seventh at the associate professor level, 
seventh at the assistant professor level, and third at 
the instructor level in 1985-86, it improvsxi its posi- 
tion to between ninth and third in 1990-91. Be- 
cause of the large number of State University facul- 
ty at the full-professor level, the all ranks weighted 
average actually placed the faculty in fifth position 
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in both 1990-91, If something near this ranking 
continues, it will place the State University in a 
very competitive position in the years ahead, when 
many new faculty are existed to hired, 

The relatively strong upward movement in the 
State University's ranking among its comparison 
institutions may have been influenced by the fact 
that its group of comparison institutions was 
changed this year. The three new institutions in 
this revised group have a higher salary base and 
may have ex|^rienced greater salary increases than 
the three institutions that appeared on the former 
list. 

Estimating for non-reporting institutions 

In its 1986-87 report, the Commission noted that 
the State University encountered considerable diiTi- 
culty in its attempts to obtain reliable data from all 
its comparison institutions. Several institutions de- 
clined to participate with the annual survey, while 
others were not prepared to supply the data in a 
timely fashion. Afler the advisory committee was 
reconvened in 1986 to discuss this problem, it unan- 
imously approved replacements for those institu- 
tions that would not provide data. 

Following that meeting, State University ofUcials 
worked to develop relationships with personnel at 
the comparison institutions, but it soon became evi- 
dent that complete current-year data could not be 
obtained from all of them in November of each year, 
nor from any other list of institutions that could 
conceivably be established, because many universi- 
ties do not make computer runs of their faculty pay- 
rolls until after the November deadline required by 
the current methodology. Because the Department 
of Finance requests this information by December 5 
of each year for consideration in the Governor's 
Budget, estimates continue to be necessary for those 
institutions not supplying current-year information. 

In its attempts to make the estimates as accurate as 
possible, the Chancellor's Oflice of the State Uni- 
versity analyzed the differences between the cost-of- 
living adjustments projected to given to faculty, 
and those actually distributed to them. This analy- 
sis showed that the actual changes in any institu- 
tion's average salg/ies increased by only about 95 
percent of the proj< n ted percentage increase - a dif- 
ference ciused by changes in staffing patterns at 



DISPLAY 6 California State University Comparison Institution Salary Data, by Rank, 1985-36 

Kasodate Assistant 
Professor Professor Professor Instructor ^otal Facility 



Institution 


Average 
No* Salary 


Average 
No. Salary 


Average 
No. Salary 


Average 
No. &iary 


We^hted 
Average 
No, Salary 


Institution N 
Institution J 
Institution Q 


217 $5548UI) 
105 52421(2) 
5U89I(3) 


239 $40496(1) 
133 39,024(2) 
386 37,589(3) 


140 $30,184(6) 
100 31474(2) 
332 30.913(3) 


0 0 
11 24.891(7) 
35 29,031(1) 


596 $43,300(1) 
349 40jr70(4) 
1,143 40,268(5) 


Institution K 
Institution B 
Institution P 


330 50,029(4) 
508 49,600(5) 
34 49,083 (6) 


294 36,422(5) 
336 37.000(4) 
122 35,287(8) 


232 31.698(1) 
210 30.700(4) 
89 27.830(12) 


11 26.520(5) 
14 28,000(2) 
1 22.000(13) 


867 40,199(6) 
1,0€8 41.637(2) 
296 36,915(8) 


Institution I 
Institution F 
Institution A 


6" 47.515(7) 
261 47,109(8) 
468 47.000(9) 


114 344281(13) 
249 34.519(11) 
430 36.400(6) 


85 28.082(9) 
159 27,485(15) 
287 30.500(6) 


42 19.945(17) 
38 21,183(16) 
37 22,800(12) 


308 3 3.494(17) 
707 36,868(9) 
1,222 38,662(7) 


The California 
State UfUvorsity 

Institution D 
Institution C 


7J78 45^(10) 

118 45463(11) 
82 44.966(12) 


2^ 35J83<7) 

216 34.493(12) 
56 34.607(10) 


1,493 28^58(7) 

94 28,061(10) 
73 26,603(19) 


175 24^55(6) 

32 22.818(11) 
5 26,110(4) 


11J06 40^35(3) 

460 35404(12) 
216 35,638(11) 


Institution S 
Institution G 
Institution T 


273 44,150(13) 
146 ;3,800(14) 
246 43.130(15) 


298 33.647(14) 
219 34,700(9) 
290 31,874^18) 


150 28,197(8) 
172 27,700(13) 
179 27,658<14> 


13 21,537(14) 
22 27^200(3) 
9 23,161(10) 


734 36,225(10) 
559 34,628(14) 
724 34,548(15) 


Institution 0 
Institution R 
Institution M 


160 42.181(16) 
99 41.900(17) 
114 41,563(18) 


240 32.088(17) 
185 33.100(15) 
117 33.048(16) 


146 27,286(16) 
167 27,900(11) 
75 27,066(18) 


3 2U33(15) 
12 23,700(8) 
1 23,188(9) 


561 33,670(16) 
463 32,862(19) 
307 34,716(13) 


Institution E 
Institution L 
Institution H 


82 39,313(19) 
47 38,501(20) 
261 37.800(21) 


97 31.120(19) 
22 29471(211 
203 30.900(20) 


27,266(17) 
22 24,527(21) 
229 25,800(20) 


24 19,567(18) 
0 0 
0 0 


289 31,338(21) 
91 32,867(18) 
698 31,813(20) 


Comparison 
Institution Totals 


4.058 $46,722 


4,246 $35,042 


3,029 $28,867 


310 $23,417 


11,643 $37,197 



Source: The California State University, Office of the Chancellor, 



DISPLAY 7 California State Uniwrsity Comparison Institution Salary DcUa, by Rank, 1990-91 



Associfita Asdstaot 

Proft^r Professor Pyoffassy Inatructor Tptoi Faculty 



Institution 


No. 


Average 
&lary 


No. 


Average 
Salary 


No. 


Averse 
Salary 


No. 


Average 
Salary 


No. 


Weiffhted 
Average 
Salary 


InfitituUoa Q 


428 


$72 JOS (1) 


395 


$51,510 (4) 


232 


S43434 (2) 


0 


0 


1.054 


S58J274(1) 


Institution R 


165 


72,415 (2) 


257 


49^8 (5) 


167 


40,778 (4) 


36 


32.367 (4) 


625 


52,120 (7) 


IngtiUstioo J 


105 


72,269 (3) 


130 


54,577 (1) 


80 


46^02 (1) 


13 


32.146 (5) 


328 


57.333 (3) 


fostituUon N 


244 


71.363 (4) 


236 


51,832 <3) 


145 


39.145 <7) 


0 


0 


625 


56.514 (4) 


Institution B 


490 


67,979 (5) 


309 


52,012 (2) 


222 


43,035 ( 3) 


10 


38.525 (1) 


1.031 


57.537 (2) 


Institution P 


102 


65,821 (6) 


113 


47.729 (7) 


68 


39.851 (6) 


3 


30,500 (7) 


286 


52.128 (6) 


Institution I 


81 


64,818 (7) 


122 


45,348 (9) 


1 04 


39.111 (8) 


35 


28^211 (13) 


343 


46,288(12) 


Institution K 


427 


64,330 ^8) 


336 


46,249 (8) 


220 


38.438 (11) 


11 


30.211 (8) 


994 


52410 (8) 


lue cauiornia 
State UniTerslty 


7,463 


60,752 (9) 




48,611 (6) 


3,110 


39353 (5) 


208 


32,502 (3) 


12,175 


54,281 (5) 


Institution G 


143 


60,300 ao) 


219 


45.300 (10) 


173 


37.100 (15) 


21 


35,200 (2) 


556 


46.225(13) 


Institution C 


Sb 


60,155 (11) 


67 


43,961 (13) 


81 


37.855 (12) 


0 


0 


234 


47.799 (9) 


Institution F 


244 


59,159 (12) 


254 


42,953 (16) 


204 


36.709 (17) 


28 


25.754 (15) 


730 


45.965(15) 


Institution 0 


144 


57,420 (13) 


215 


44,046 (11) 


116 


36.738 (16) 


25 


28.311 (12) 


500 


45.416(16) 


Institution A 


466 


57,207 (14) 


440 


43.709 (14; 


344 


36.386 {18) 


20 


27.668 (14) 


1.290 


46.378(111 


Institution M 


133 


56,903 (15) 


124 


43,986 (12) 


103 


37.184 (14) 


2 


32.019 (6) 


362 


46.730(10) 


Institution T 


260 


55,892 (16) 


297 


42.709 (18) 


215 


38.911 (9) 


4 


29,109 (10) 


776 


46.004(14) 


Institution E 


98 


54,879 (17) 


104 


42.900 (17) 


103 


38.702 (10) 


24 


28,329 (11) 


329 


44,091 (18) 


Institution 0 


166 


54,410 (13) 


233 


41.415 (19) 


140 


35.360 (19) 


0 


0 


539 


43.844(19) 


Institutio. L 


44 


54,170 (19) 


24 


40.565 (20) 


43 


33;279 (20) 


1 


30.160 (9) 


112 


43.020(20) 


Institution S 


254 


53.555 (20) 


259 


43.010 (15) 


216 


37.684 (13) 


5 


22.370 (16) 


733 


44,961(17) 


Institution H 


287 


50,740 (21) 


189 


39.440 (21) 


264 


33.175 (21) 


0 


0 


740 


41.587(21) 


Comparison 
Institution Totals 


4,387 


962,041 


4,322 


»46,004 


3.240 


S38.333 


238 


$29,846 


12.197 


$49,422 



Source: The California State Univer^ty, Office of the Chancellor. 



the institutions involved. Accordingly, the State 
University suggested that, when current-year data 
cannot be obtained, but the projected a>st-oMiving 
a4]ustment is known, that that i^rcentage be mul* 
tipliedbyO.95. 

Adjustments 

Consistent with its methodology, reductions of 0,2 
percent for turnover and promotions, and 0.54 per- 
cent to reflect an additional appropriation for merit 
salary adjustments, are included in the calculation. 
The first is unchanged from last year's cycle, while 
the second is reduced to 0.54 percent from last 
year's estimate of 0.59 percent. With these two ad- 
justments, the projected 1991-92 State University 
parity calculation equals 4.07 percent as shown in 
Display 8 on page 18. 

Complete current-year data for this year's report 
were obtained for 16 institutions, with estimated 
1990-91 cost-of-living adjustments supplied for the 
remaining four. Furthermore, it should be noted 
that because the State University faculty will re- 
ceive their final salary adjustment on January I, 
1991, the computed average annual by rank sala- 
ries displayed for 1990-91 is greater than the sala- 
ries actually earned hy the faculty for this entire 
academic year. In reality the salaries for academic 
year 1990-91 are: professors, $59,811; associate 
professors, $47,854; assistant professors, $39,231; 
and instructors, $32,054. 



Conversion factor 

As with the University of California, one of the re- 
quired calculations to derive an average salary fig- 
ure for eBdi compf^riron institution is a conversion 
from eleven month to nine-month faculty, since all 
average salaries are based on nine- month contracts* 
In its annual report on the economic status of the 
profession, the AAUP uses a factor of 0.8182 - a fig- 
ure derived by dividing nine by eleven. In some 
cases, however, institutions use different conver- 
sion factors to build their budgets, and these are all 
specified by the AAUP in footnotes to its report and 
used to derive average salary figures. In many 
cases, especially in independent institutions, no 
published salary schedules or institutional conver- 
sion factors exist, since all faculty contracts are ne- 
gotiated individually in terms of both length of an- 
nual service and compensation. In these cases, all 
conversions used to derive average salaries are arti- 
ficial, and the aaUP simply applies the 0.8182 factor 
as a reasonable estimate. 

In the State University, as shown in Display 9 on 
page 19, the actual relationship between eleven- 
month and nine-month faculty is about 0.87 per- 
cent, but for the purposes of the annual salary re- 
ports, and reporting to the aauP, the 0.8182 figure 
continues to be used for the purposes of assuring 
analytical consistency with the comparison institu- 
tions. 
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DISPLAY 8 California State University Faculty Salary ?arity Cakulations, 1991-92 (Comparison 
Institution Average Salaries, 1985-36 and 1990-91; Five-Year Compound Rates of 
Increase; Comparison Institution 1990-91 Projected Salaries; State University 1990-91 
Average Salaries; 1991-92 Projected Percentage Salary Deficiency: 1990-91 Staffing 
Patterns) 



Academic Rank 




CompariMQ Group 
Weigtitad by Total 
1985*86 


Average Salaries 
Faculty at Each 
Rank 1990-91 


Five-Year 
Percentage Rate of 
Ciaage 


Comparison Group 
Projected Salaries 
1991 92 


Professor 

Associate Professor 
Assistant Professor 
Instructor 




$46,722 
35,042 
28,867 
23,417 


$62,041 
46,004 
38,333 
29,846 


5.835 % 
5.594 
5 836 
4.971 


$65,661 
48,578 
40,570 
31,330 




Sute 
University 
Average 


Comparison Group Average Salaries 


Percentage Increase Required in CSV 
Salaries to Equal the Comparison 
f nstttution Avera^re 


Academic Rank 


Salaries 
1990-91 


1990-91 


1991-92 


1990-91 


1991-92 


Professor 

Associate Professor 
Assistant Professor 
Instructor 


$60,752 
4S.6I1 
39,853 
32,562 


$62,041 
46,004 
38,333 
29,846 


$65,661 
48,578 
40,570 
31,330 


2,12 % 
-5,36 
-381 
-8.34 


8.08 % 
-0.07 
1.80 

-3.78 


All Ranks Averages 

Weighted by State 
University Staffing 

Weighted by 
Comparison 
Institution Staffing 


$54,281 
$50,340 


$54,255 
$49,422 


$57,395 
$52,262 


-0.05 % 
-1,82 % 


5.74 % 
3.82 % 


Mean All Ranks 
Average and Gross 
Percentage Amount 


$52,310 


$51,838 


$54,828 


-0,90 % 


481 % 


Adjuatments 

Turnover 

and Promotions 
Merit Award 

Adjustment 
Net Parity Salary 

and Percent 






-105 
-356 
$54,368 




0.20 % 
0 54 % 
4.07 


Institutional 
Staffing Patterns 


Professor 


Associate Professor 


Assistant Professor 


Instructor 


Total 


California State 
University 

Comparison Institutions 


7,483 
4,387 


2,374 
4,322 


2,110 
3,240 


208 
238 


12,175 
12,187 



Source: Office of the Chancellor, The California State University (reproduced in Appendix F), 
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DISPLAY 9 California State University 1990-91 Salary Schedule for Nine-Month and 

Eleven-Month Regular Faculty, with Percentage Differences (Effective January 1, 1991*) 



iNine^inoDui 
Faculty by Rank 




Step 2 


Sn<jp3 


Step 4 


Step 5 


Steps 


Step? 


Steps 


Professor 


$50,532 


$52,932 


$55,488 


$58,176 


$60,960 








Associate Professor 


39,984 


41,904 


43,898 


45,996 


48,192 


$60,532 


$52,932 


$55,488 


Assistant Professor 


31,764 


33.240 


34,824 


36,468 


38,208 


39,984 


41,904 


43,896 


Instructor 


29,064 


30,348 


31,764 


33,240 


34,824 








ElflveO'Month 
Faculty by Rank 


Step 1 


Step 2 


Step 3 


Step 4 


Steps 


step 6 


Step? 


Steps 


Professor 


$58,176 


$60,960 


$63,948 


$67,020 


$70,272 








Associate Professor 


45,996 


48,192 


50,532 


52,932 


55,488 


$58,176 


$60,960 


$63,948 


Assistant Professor 


36,468 


38,208 


39,984 


41,904 


43.896 


45,996 


48,192 


50,532 


Instructor 


33,240 


34,824 


36,468 


38,208 


39,984 








Percentage 
Difference by Rank 


Step 1 


Step 2 


Step 3 


Step 4 


Steps 


Step 6 


Step? 


Steps 


Professor 


86.86% 


86.83% 


86.77% 


86.80% 


86.75% 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


Associate Professor 


86.93 


86.95 


86.87 


86.90 


86.35 


86.86% 


86.83% 


86.77% 


Assistant Professor 


87.10 


87,00 


87.09 


87.03 


87.04 


86.93 


86.95 


86.87 


Instructor 


87.44 


87.15 


87.10 


87 00 


87.09 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


Average 


87.08% 


86.98% 


86.96% 


8693% 


86.93% 


86.90% 


86,89% 


86.82% 



Overftll 
Average 



•Add 10 percent to each step for business and engineering faculty. 

Source: Office of the Chancellor, The California Stat* University. (Incremental &lary Adjastment computed by the California 
Pofitaecondary Education CommiasionJ 
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Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 31, 1906 General Session* 
Relative to Academic Salaries Bnd Welfare Benefits 

WHEREAS, The Joint Legislative Budget Committee pursuant to Hou^ Resolution No 
250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session, has had prepared and has adopted a report of the 
Legislative Analyst containing findings and recommendations as to salaries and the 
general economic welfare^ including fringe benefits, of faculty members of the California 
institutions of higher education; and 

WHEREAS, The study of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee found that the re- 
porting of salaries and fringe benefits as it has been made previously to the Legislature 
has been fragmentary and has lacked necessary consistency, with the result that the 
Legislature's consideration of the salary requests of the institutions of higher learning 
has been made unnecessarily difficult; and 

WHEREAS. The report recommends that the Legislature and the Governor should re- 
ceive each December 1 a report from the Coordinating Council for Higher Education, 
plus such supplementary information as the University of California and the California 
State Colleges desire to furnish independently, containing comprehensive and consis- 
tently reported information as outlined specifically in the report adopted by the Joint 
Legislative Budget Committee; and 

WHEREAS, The reporting recommended by the committee would include essential data 
on the size and composition of the faculty, the establishment of comprehensive bases for 
comparing and evaluating faculty salaries, the nature and cost of existing and desired 
fringe benefits, the nature and extent of total compensation to the faculty, special 
privileges and benefits, and a description and measurement of supplementary income, 
all of which affect the welfare of the faculties and involve implications to the state now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate of the State of California, the Assembly thereof concurring, That 
the Coordinating Council for Higher Education in cooj^ration with the University of 
California and the California State Colleges shall submit annually to the Governor and 
the Legislature not later than December I a facully salary and welfare benefits report 
containing the basic information recommended in thv> report of the Joint Legislative 
Budget Committee as filed with the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the As- 
sembly, under date of March 22, 1965. 
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Appendix B 



NOTE: The following material is readapted from 
Chapter Two, 'Tlie Revised Methodology," of the 
second edition of Methods for Calculating Salary and 
Fringe Benefit Cost Comparisons, 1985-86 to 1994- 
95: A Revision of the Commission's 1977 Method- 
ology for Preparing Its Annual Reports and Faculty 
and Administrative Salaries and Fringe Benefit 
Costs; Commission Report 85-11; Second Edition 
Febniary 1988 (Sacramento: California Postsecon- 
dary Education Commission, March 1985, pp. 7-16. 



The following procedures will be employed by the 
California Postsecondary Education Commission to 
develop its annual report on faculty salaries and 
fringe benefits in California public higher education. 



tive Budget Committee not later than February 15, 



2* Principle of parity 

The report will indicate needed percentage in- 
creases (or decreases) for the forthcoming fiscal year 
in salaries and fringe benefit costs for L niversity of 
California and California State University faculty 
to achieve and maintain parity with comparison in- 
stitution faculty at the ranks of professor, associate 
professor « assistant professor, and (at the State Uni- 
versity only) instructor, Parity is defined as the 
mean of all salaries paid by the comparison ifiStitu- 
tions as a whole at each rank. A separate list of 
comparison institutions will be used by each of the 
four- year California segments of higher education 



1. Number and timing of reports 

One report will be prepared by the Commission 
each year. That report will contain current-year 
data from both the University of California's and 
the California State University's comparison insti- 
tutions, such data to be submitted by the segments 
to the Commission, the Department of Finance, and 
the Legislative Analyst not later than December 5 
each year. The segmental submissions are to in- 
clude total nine- and eleven-month expenditures, 
and the number of faculty, at each rank specific in 
Section 4 of this document for each comparison in- 
stitution. Comparison institutions should be identi- 
fied only by letter code. Commission staff shall ver- 
ify the accuracy of the segmental calculations and 
report the results of its analysis to the Department 
of Finance and the Office of the Legislative Analyst 
on December 5, or the first working day following 
December 5 if the latter falls on a weekend. The 
Commission shall submit a report on the subject to 
the Department of Finance and the Joint Legisla- 



3* Comparison institutions 

University of California 

Comoarison institutions for the University of Cali- 
fornia, with independent institutions asterisked C*), 
will be the following: 

Harvard University* 

Massachusetts Institute of Technology* 

Stanford University* 

State University of New York at Buffalo 

University of Illinois, Urbana 

University of Michigan, Ann Arbor 

University of Virginia 

Yale University* 

The California State University 

Comparison institutions for the California State 
University will be the following for the years 1987- 
88 through 1996-97. 



Northeast 

Bucknell University^ 

Rutgers the State University of New Jersf.y, 
Newark^ 

State University of New York, Albany 
Tufts University^ 
University of Bridgeport 

South 

Georgia State University^ 
North Carolina State University 
University of Maryland, Baltimore County 
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State 
University 

North Central 

Cleveland State University* 
Loyola University, Chicago^'^ 
Mankato State University 
Wayne State University^ 
University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee 

West 

Arizona State University^ 
Reed College^ 

University of Colorado, Denver 
University of Nevada, Reno 
University of Southern Califomia^'^ 
University of Texas, Arlington 

1. Independent iostitution. 

2. Institution with law school. 

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission. 



4. Faculty to be included and excluded 

The University of California 

Faculty to be included in the comparisons are those 
at the ranks of professor, associate professor, and 
assistant professor (the University does not use the 
rank of instructor) employed on nine- and eleven- 
month (prorated) appointments, with the exception 
of faculty in law, the health sciences, summer ses- 
sions, extension programs, and laboratory schools, 
to the extent that these faculty are covered by sala- 
ry scales or schedules other than those of the regu- 
lar faculty. Faculty on the special salary schedules 



for engineering, computer science, and business ad- 
ministration will be included with the regular fac- 
ulty. 

Faculty members to be included are those assigned 
to insteiiction (regardless of their assignments for 
research and other University purposes), depart- 
ment chairmen (if not on an administrative salary 
schedule), and faculty on salaried sabbatical leave. 

The number of University faculty will be reported 
on a {\ill-time-equivalent basis. 

The California State University 

Faculty to be included in the comparisons are those 
with full-time appointments at the ranks of profes- 
sor, associate professor, assistant professor, and in- 
structor, employed on nine- and eleven-month (pro- 
rated) appointments, department chairmen, and 
faculty on salaried sabbatical or special leave. Fac- 
ulty teaching seminar sessions or extension will be 
excluded. 

Funds appropriated for ''outstanding professor 
awards" will be included in the State University's 
mean salaries. 

The number of State University and comparison in- 
stitution faculty will be reported on a headcount ba- 
sis. 



5. Computation of comparison 
institution mean salaries 

As indicated below, the University and the State 
University use different methods to compute mean 
salaries in their respective groups of comparison in- 
stitutions. The Commission will provide a detailed 
explanation of these differences in its annual re-^ 
port. 

University of California 

For the University's comparison group, the mean 
salary at each rank will be obtained for each com- 
parison institution. The mean salary at each rank 
for the comparison group as a whole will then be 
calculated by adding the mean salaries at the eight 
comparison institutions and dividing by eight. 
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The California State Uniwrsity 

For the State University's comi»rison group, the to- 
tal actual salary dollars paid at each rank for the 
group as a whole will be divided by the number of 
faculty within the rank at all 20 institutions to de- 
rive the mean salary for each rank. 



0. Five*year compound rate 
of salary growth 

In order to compute the estimated salaries to be 
paid by the comparison institutions In the budget 
year^ a five-year compound rate of change in sala- 
ries will be computed using actual salary data for 
the current year and the fifth preceding year. 

Each segment will compute the mean salary, by 
rank, for their respective comparison groups as 
specified in Section 5 above. Each will then calcu- 
late the annual compound rate of growth at each 
rank between the current year and the fiflh year 
preceding the current year. These rates of change 
will then be used to project mean salaries for that 
rank forward one year to the budget year. 

In the event that neither current-year staffing nor 
mean salary data can be obtained from a compari- 
son institution in a timely manner, the staffing pat- 
tern and salary expenditure data from the prior 
year will be used with the expenditures at each 
rank being incremented by 95 percent of the antici- 
pated current-year salary increase. If current-year 
staffing data are available, but not current-year sal- 
ary expenditure data, the staffing data will be used 
with the prior-year expenditures at each rank being 
incremented by 100 percent of the anticipated 
currer t-year salary increase. 

When a comparison institution does not supply both 
its current-year staffing and salary expenditure 
data, and when that institution does not anticipate 
a general faculty salary increase in the current 
year, the prior-year staffing and expenditure data 
will be assumed to remain unchanged for the cur- 
rent year. 

When current year staffing and salary expenditure 
data are available, but do not reflect the full extent 
of planned salary adjustments (e.g., reported data 
do not include a specified percentage to be granted 
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after July 1 of a given fiscal year), the salary expen- 
ditures at each rank will be adjusted to reflect the 
full extent of the planned adjustment.. 

When complete staffing and expenditure data are 
available for neither the current nor prior years, the 
most recent year for which complete dafa are avail- 
able will be used. In such a case, expenditures at 
each rank will be incremented by 95 percent of the 
anticipated salary expenditures increase for each 
year in which complete data are unavailable. 

If the University of California or the California 
State University are unable to obtain complete 
current-year staffing and salary expenditure data 
from all of their respective comparison institutions 
by Decemter 5 of any year, a supplemental report 
will be filed with the Commission, the Department 
of Finance, and the Office of the Legislative Analyst 
as soon as the data become available, but not later 
than April 1 of the subsequent calendar year, such 
update to include all additional data received since 
December 5. If the comparison institution data re- 
main incomplete as of the April 1 date, a final re- 
port will be filed on June 30, or at such earlier time 
as the University or the State University are able to 
supply complete data. 



7. Fringe benefits 

On June 30, 1989, and every fourth year thereafter, 
the University of California and the California 
State University shall submit reports on faculty 
fringe benefits for the preceding fiscal year, such re- 
ports to include the following information for their 
own system and for each comparison institution: 

a. The mean employer and employee contribution 
for retirement programs; health insurance pro- 
grams (including medical, dental, vision and any 
other medical coverage); Social Security; and 
life, unemployment, workers' conipensation, and 
disability insurance; 

b. The mean contribution needed to fund the "nor- 
mal costs'* of the retirement systems; and 

c. Any further information available, in addition 
to the cost data, on actual benefits received. 
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8w All*ranks average salaries 

All-ranks mean salaries will be calculated for each 
segment in the current year« and the comparison in- 
stitutions' mean salaries in the current and budget 
years, by using the following procedures. 

U niversity of California 

Both the University's and its com{»rison institu- 
tions' mean salaries at each rank will be weighted 
by the University's projected budget*year staffing 
pattern. The all-ranks mean salaries produced 
thereby will be compared and percentage differen- 
tials computed for both the current and budget 
years. The percentage differential between the 
University's current year all-ranks mean salary 
and the comparison group's projected budget year 
all-ranks mean salary will constitute the percent- 
age amount by which University salaries will have 
to be increased (or decreased) to achieve parity with 
the comparison group in the budget year. 



The California State University 

Both the State University's and its comparison in- 
stitutions' current-year staffing patterns will be 
employed. The rank-by-rank mean salaries will be 
separately weighted by the respective staffing pat- 
terns for both the current and budget years so that 
two sets of all-ranks meazi salaries will be derived. 
The two all-ranks mean salaries for the State Uni- 
versity in the current year (the first weighted by the 
State University's staffing pattern and the second 
by the comparison group's staffing pattern) will be 
added together and divided by two to produce the 
overall mean. Similarly, the current and budget- 
yaar all-ranks mean salaries for the comparison in- 
stitutions will be adued and divided by two to pro- 
duce overall means for both the curi ent and budget 
years. The State University's current-year all- 
ranLs mean salary will then be compared to the cur- 
rent and budget-year comparison institution all- 
ranks mean salary to produce both current and 
budget-year parity percentages. The percentage 
differential between the State University's current- 
year all-ranks mean salary and the comparison 
group's projected budget-year all-ranks mean sala- 
ry will constitute the "Gross Percentage Amount" 
by which State University salaries will need to be 

O 
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increased or decreased to achieve parity with the 
comparison group in the budget year. 

The comi»rison institutions must exclude salaries 
paid to law faculty when submitting their data. 

The ''Gross Percentage Amount" will be reduced by 
applying two adjustments: 

• First, two-tenths of one percent {0.2 percent) will 
be deducted to account for the effect of turnover 
and prot?iotions in the budget year. 

• Second, an additional ^^rcentage amount, to ac- 
count for the effect jf unallocated merit salary 
awards, shall be deducted when applicable. The 
amount to be deducted shall be mutually agreed 
to by Commission staff and the Chancellor's Of- 
fice of the State University. 



9. Administrative^ medical, 

and community college salaries 

Administrative salaries 

In its annual faculty salary report, the Commission 
will report the salaries paid to selected central- 
office and campus-ba<^d administrators at the Uni- 
versity and the State University. The Commission 
shall also include data on comparable campus-based 
positions from both the University's and the State 
University's respective comparison institutions. 
The University and State University will use the 
same group of comparison institutions as for their 
faculty surveys, 

The campus-based administrative positions to be 
surveyed shall include those listed in Display 1. 

In addition to these campus-based positions for 
which the national survey shall be conducted, the 
University and the State University shall also re- 
port the salaries paid to ail central office personnel 
with the position titles listed in Display 2. 

Medical faculty salaries 

The Commission will includf* data on comparative 
salaries and compensation plans for the University 
of California and a select group of comparison insti- 
tutions on a biennial basis commencing with the 
1985 86 academic year. Comparison institutions to 
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DISPLAY 1 Campus-Based Administratiue Positions for Which Current'Year Salaries at the 
University of California, the California State Unii>ersity, and Their Respective 
Comparison Institutions Are to Be Reported in the Commission's Annual 





Administrators' Salary Survey 








Umverslty of Caliiornia 




rne v/EU^Qmia otate U niversitj 


i. 


dU6i Executive v/tncer/oingie institution 


1. 


vmei i^jxecuiive unicer/omgie institution 


9 


Lniei Academic utiicer 




uniei Acaoemic miicer 




Cniet ousiness UniC6r 


J. 


r^w« Officii r^iTi^k^M 
Lrniei csusiness utiicer 


A 


i/irector ot rex^onnei/riunian resources 


A 


Uirector ox rersonnei/Muman tvesources 


D. 


Lniei Duaget Uxlicer 


0. 


L^niei oudget unicer 


it 
o. 


Director of Library Services 


c. 
o. 


Director of Library Services 


7. 


Director of Computer Services 


7. 


Director of Computer Services 


a 

o. 


uirector oi r nysicai r lant 


Q 

o. 


L/irecwor oi i nysicai & lant 


if. 


Director of Campus Security 




Director of Campus ^curity 


lU. 


Director of Information Systems 




Director of Information Systems 


11. 


Director ox btuaent r manciai Aid 


1 1. 


Director of Student Financial Aid 


1 0 


Uirector oi Atnietics 


1 o 


uirector oi Ainieiics 


13. 


Dean of Agriculture 


13. 


Dean of Agriculture 


14. 


Dean of Arts and Sciences 


14. 


Dean of Arts and Sciences 


15. 


Dean of Business 


15. 


Dean of Business 


16. 


Dean of Education 


16. 


Dean of Education 


17. 


Dean of Engineering 


17. 


Dean of Engineering 


13. 


Dean of the Graduate Division 


18. 


Dean of the Graduate Division 



DISPLAY 2 Central-Office Administrative Positions for Which Current-Year Salaries Are to Be 
Reported in the Commission $ Annual Administrators' Salary Survey 





University of California 




The California State University 




Prtssident 


1. 


Chancellor 


2. 


Senior Vice President 


2. 


Provost- Vice Chancellor or Executive Vice Chancellor 


3. 


Vice President 


3. 


Deputy Provost 


4. 


Associate Vice President 


4. 


Vice Chancellor 


5. 


Assistant Vice President 


5. 


Associate Vice Chancellor 


6. 


General Counsel of the Regents 


6, 


Assistant Vice Chancellor 


7 


Deputy General Counsel of the Regents 


7, 


General Counsel 


8. 


Treasurer of the Elegenvs 


8. 


Associate General Counsel 


9. 


Associate Treasurer of the Regents 


9. 


Director of Governmental Affairs 


10. 


Secretary of the Regents 


10. 


Auditor 


11. 


Director of State Governmental Relations 






12, 


Auditor 







surveyed will be Stanford University, the Uni- 
versity of Chicago, the University of Illinois, the 
University of Michigan, the University of North 
Carolina, the University of Texas at Houston, the 
University of Wisconsin, and Yale University. Dis- 
ciplines to be surveyed will be internal medicine, 
pediatrics, and surgery, which, taken together, will 
be considered representative of the medical profes- 
sion as a whole. 

Community college faculty salaries 

In its annual report on faculty salaries, the Com- 
mission shall include such comments as it considers 
appropriate to satisfy the recommendation of the 
Legislative Analyst contained in the Analysis of the 
Budget Bill, 1979-80. Comments shall be directed 
to, but need not be limited by, the contents of the 
Annual Report on Staffing and Salaries of the Com- 
munity Colleges' Chancellery, 



10. Supplementary Information 

Supplementary information shall be supplied annu- 
ally by both the University of California and the 
California State University. The University of 
California shall continue to submit its ''Annual 
Academic Personnel Statistical Report.'* The Cali- 
fornia State University shall submit a report to the 
Commission on faculty demographics, promotions 
and separations, origins and destinations, and re- 
lated data. Both the University and the State Uni- 
versity will submit their supplemental reports not 
later than April 1. 



11. Criteria for the selection 
of comparison Institutions 

U niversity of California 

The following four criteria will be used to select 
comparison institutions for the University: 

1. Each institution should be an eminent major 
university offering a broad spectrum of under- 
graduate, graduate (Master's and Ph.D.), and 
professional instruction, and with a faculty re- 
sponsible for research as well as teaching. 



2. Each institution should be one with which the 
University is in significant and continuing com- 
petition in the recruitment and retention of fac- 
ulty. 

3. Each institution should be ore from which it is 
possible to collect salary and benefit cost data on 
a timely, voluntary^ and regular basis. (Not all 
institutions are willing to provide their salary 
and benefit cost data, especially in the detail re- 
quired for comi»rison purposes.) 

4. The comparison group should be composed of 
both public and private institutions. 

In selecting these institutions, stability over 
time in the composition of the comparison group 
is important to enable the development of facul- 
ty salary market perspective, time-series analy- 
sis, and the contacts necessary for gathering re- 
quired data. 

The California State University 

The following five criteria will be used to select 
comparison institutions for the California State 
University. 

1- General compas ability of institutions: Compari- 
son institutions ihould reflect the mission, func- 
tions, purposes, objectives, and institutional di- 
versity of the California State University sys- 
tem. Faculty expectations at the comparison in- 
stitutions, in terms of pay, benefits, workload, 
and professional responsibilities, should be rela- 
tively similar to those prevailing at the Califor- 
nia State University. To those ends, State Uni- 
versity comparison institutions should include 
those that offer a wide variety of programs at 
both the undergraduate and graduate levels but 
that grant very few if any doctoral degrees. Spe- 
cifically, the 20 institutions that awarded the 
largest number of doctoral degrees during the 
ten-year period between 1973-74 and 1983-84 
should be excluded. Although several of the 
comparison institutions may have professional 
law schools, salary data for law faculty must be 
omitted when data are provided. The list should 
include both large and small, and urban and rur- 
ral institutions from each of the four major re- 
gions of the country (Northeast, North Central, 
South, and West). Approximately one-fourth to 
one-third of the institutions on the list should be 



private or independent colleges and universities, 
and none of these institutions should staffed 
predominantly with religious faculty. 

Economic comparability of institutional location: 
The comparison group, taken as a whole, should 
reflect a general comparability in living costs 
and economic welfare to conditions prevailing in 
California. Consequently, institutions located 
in very high cost areas, such as New York City, 
or in severely economically depressed areas, 
should not be included on the list. In order to en- 
sure a continuing economic comparability be- 
tween California and those regions in which 
comjmrison institutions are located, the Com- 
mission will periodically review such economic 



indicators as it considers appropriate and in- 
clude the results of its surveys in its annual re- 
port on faculty salaries and fringe benefit costs. 

3. Availability of data: Each institution should be 
one from which it is possible to collect salary and 
benefit cost data on a timely, voluntary, and reg- 
ular basis. (Not all institutions are willing to 
provide their salary and benefit cost data, espe- 
cially in the detail required for comparison pur- 
poses,) 

4. University of California compcwison institutions: 
The California State University's comparison 
group should not include any institution used by 
the University of California for its comparison 
group. 



1 ^ 
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House Resolution Nc^ 250^ 1964 First Extraordinary Session* 
Relative to the Economic Welfare of the Faculties 
of the California Public institutions of Higher Education 

WHEREAS, The Master Plan for Public Higher Education strongly recommended that 
every effort be made to ensure that the institutions of higher education in California 
maintain or improve their position in the intense competition for the highest quality of 
faculty members; and 

WHEREAS, The Coordinating Coimcil for Higher Education in its annual report to the 
Governor and the Legislature regarding level of support for the California State Colleges 
and the University of California recommended that funds should be provided to permit 
at least an additional 5 percent increase in academic salaries for the California State 
Colleges and the University of California; and 

WHEREAS, The Trustees of the California State Colleges in their annual report to the 
Legislature declared that the California State Colleges are falling far behind in the face 
of this competition and that by 1964-66 faculty salaries will be lagging 14 to 18 percent 
behind those of comparable institutions; and 

WHEREAS, Greatly increasing enrollments in institutions of higher education in 
California during the next decade will cause a demand for qualified faculty members 
which cannot possibly be met unless such institutions have a recruitment climate which 
will compare favorably with other colleges, universities, and business institutions, 
industry, and other levels of government; and 

WHEREAS, California has achieved an enviable momentum in business and industrial 
development, a momentum now threatened by lagging faculty salaries so that failure to 
maintain adequate salary scales for faculty members in California institutions of higher 
education would be false economy; and 

WHEREAS, There have been widespread reports from the State College and University 
campuses that higher salaries elsewhere are attracting some of the best faculty members 
from the California institutions of higher education, and if such academic emigration 
gains momentum because of inadequate salaries, the effect will disrupt the educational 
processes and result in slower economic growth, followed by lower tax revenues; and 

WHEREAS, The Legislature has a continuing interest in the difficult and pressing prob- 
lems faced by the California institutions of higher education in attracting and main- 
taining outstanding faculty members in a period of stiff competition and rapid growth; 
and 

WHEREAS, The State's investment in superior teaching talent has been reflected in 
California's phenomenal economic growth and has shown California taxpayers to be the 
wisest of public investors, but unless the superiority in faculty quality is maintained, the 
contributions by the California institutions of higher education to the continued 



economic and cultural development of California may be seriously threatened; now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by Assembly of the State of California, That the Assembly Committee on Rules 
is directed to request the Joint Legislative Budget Committee to study the subject of 
salaries and the general ea)nomic welfare, including fringe benefits, of faculty members 
of the California institutions of higher eduction, and ways and means of improving such 
salaries and beneAts in order that such California institutions of higher education may 
be able to com^^te for the talent necessary to provide the highest quality of education, 
and to request such committee to report its findings and recommendations to the 
Legislature not later than the fifth legislative day of the 1965 Regular Session. 
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iNTaooucnoN 

Xh» porposi of this 9ta£ npoR is to reeosmead a 
atibod tot nportm^ n tha Leglslasoxe on nl a riw , 
jaa^ >^f n«>^f asd oth^ special eeosomie tenedts for 
#a<mt»iii* of thfl Utt iver3iC 7 oi CaUCotaia aad tlM Call- 
iasais Stua CoUages. TUa rspon has been prepared 
br the Joist Ltpahsin Bttdgn ComsBittee ia re- 
spottM to House Besolgticm 250 (1964 First Eztraor- 
disarm Sestioiw Appoadis 1}^ ^rfaidi resolved: 

the AsseaUr Comittee ea Bales is di- 
reeted to reqacsi the Joiai Leg^astve Badget Coai- 
mzStto to scadf the sabjeet of salaries aad the gea- 
oal eeimoiBie iseifars^ uirltidiTig fdage b gn efitg , o£ 
faealt7 astmben oi the Calif oraia iasitatioBa of 
edaeacioa. aad vars aad aeaas of iaipxuvinf 
saeh fa^*"-*— aad beaeto ia order tisat saeh Cali- 
fotsia institBBOBS of hifher edaesdoa mar be able 
to eompete for the talot aeeesarr o provide the 
hi^ies qaaUt7 of «iaeadoa, aad ts rsqaess neh 
imm^ttirtmm to roport ixs ftndfng^ aad reetnaaeada- 
tsmwi to the Legialacare oot later thaa the flfth 
legsdatxre day of the 1965 Begaiar Sesnoa." 

Statf of the Joiat LagidatiTe BadgA Comaittee 
mrHaTH its scodr by seaktag nrfrimatinn vhidi would 
ndeet the mtgnftade of Califoxaia's loag-vaage aad 
urm^m^Ur*. profalsBB r e gardla g aeed to letiniit aad 
ntaia aa adeqaate of bigh qaalitr faealtr. 

While re ^ l ew iag paa repons preMated to the Legis- 
latars as jast^eadoa ta salaxr iaorasa reeoauaea- 
dasiaas by the Coordiaatsag Cooadl for EBgbftr Bda- 
eatioB* the TJaxTcrsXT of CaUfoxaia aad the C a lifnmi a 
State Colleges* it b«ase apparsat that the flxst nep 
ia QTiag co iaiprove fasaitf salaries aad other bow- 
dts is to ! ' 'THi ^*b tlie Legialasare wish oMaprethtfatve 
mA < ^ t^«i« y i ^H t i***^ wilieh idestxf^ che aaxars aad 
lord of tfuapeatare bfloedfi. The easts assoeiased with 
neeammdixiam, rated aeeordiag to pnori tj, should 
be iadaded ia proposals b7 the irg ai win ia order to 
aid the Legtslasare ia detecamaag how madi ta ap« 
propriate aad the beasdts whieh aa appropxiatioa 
win bar. 

There has easted ia the pan a diSereaes betw^ 
wtsa£ die iassitstioas have ^"^"'miiui^'I^ as che seed 
for salary aad beaedt isersasea sad what has daaUy 
beea appropzsated bf the T.fgrnianTTe. There are two 
pria ffjp al rssaoBs iox (ji^rease iHiieh at 
msT be dos^ related: (1) The Legsslassre say dis- 
agree with whas is proposed as CO seed, or (2) dxers 
Bar not be eaoo^ faads to meat the aeed beeaase of 
hitler priorities ia other aress of the badget. 

These aeeds are Ter7 coarplex aad^ for example, 
inrindft saeh factors as : 

1. Disagreemffit wich caaeiasiox» drawa iroai daxa 
jQj)2j3<|ti0d ia jascidcstiaa of rff^niwy^ ; 

2. Lack of eoaddeace ia che qaaaiit7, qTialitv, or 
CTpe of data; 



1 The failare of advoeates to' sake poists which 
are eoaeae aad dearly owinstaadable ; 

i. The sabaiissioa of eoa^tiag data by legialaxiTe 
staff or the Departaeat of F!aaaoe. 

After earefal eoasideratioa, it was detersiaed diat 
a special report shoold be made to the Bndgec Com- 
mistee eeataiaiag reeoauaeadstloas as to the kiad oi 
da& the Legialatare shoald be ftcraished for the par« 
pose of eoBsideriag salary aad ocher beaedt iacreaaes. 

Oa AagBSt 9, 1964 a letter (Appeadis 2) was sens 
from the LegblatiTe Aaalysc to the Cootdiaasisg 
Cooadl for Hl fMr Edaestioa. the Uaiversxiy of Call- 
foraia, the Califoraia State Colleges, the Deparrmeat 
of Fiaaaee aad variotis faealty orgaaiadeas iaf orm- 
iag that the Joist Legsslatire Badget CommstSM 
<;vu plaaaiag to hold a pablie heariag ia eoaaeetioa 
wtth EB ^ aad ashiag for replies to a series of 
qaessioBS dcsigaed to gashw baei^roaad iaf oraatioa 
abooi salary aad frtage bttiefits data (Appeadis 3. 
Copies of Beplies Beeetved). The priaury parpose of 
die iMSziag was to provide the Uaivsxsity of Calif or- 
aia, the Califoraia State Colleges aad iasarested 
gnmia the op po r mu ity to iadiesTe the basis oa which 
salary aad &±ig« b«u£ti si»ald be rsporced to che 
Legxsiasare; fTT*Hfih*g the kiad of data :o be oora- 
piled aad who shoald compile aad publish it (Appea- 
dis 4. Copies of Prepared Tesdauay Filed with che 
Joist Legislative Bmiget Coamattee at the October 
19, 1964 Heasag). The niatfats of mess of the pre- 
pared stateamxs diseasaed pro'oleas aad ia some 
reeommeadaxioas reiatmg w faetUsy salaries 
unii odier ^ * f* i * H ^ t rather chaa die primary purpose 
of the heariag* bat the cestiaioay did serve co identify 
aren of caaesr^ The heariag also established legis- 
lative lutBTfcR ia the sabjeets of faculty workload aad 
soorees of sapplemeatary iacoaia. 

Tie review of past faculty salary repora, Uie re- 
plies CO the Legislative Aaalyst's latter of Aogast 3. 
1964, the oral aad prepared statamaacs reesiv^ at ihe 
October 15, 1964 hean^ of die Joiat Legialasxve 
Buiget Committee aad othtf sources have revealed 
Tigrr^****** 't"'^^^g* aad permitted the devebpaicat of 
I 'fti iTm m*"'^'*^*^" "* edaeosiag the type of iaxormaxioa 
aad method of preseatatioa that shoald be iadaded 
ia fatare faculty salary reports prepared for the 
Legialasare. 

Carreal procedures for review of faculty saizry 
aad ocher beaedt increase proposals, starting witii ue 
presenradoa of reeoaaasadatious by stacs cou^^ aud 
Uaiversity of Califoraia adaisiszrocrre o£eiais :o 
chsir respecQve go^raiag boards, appear generally 
CO be adequate, wtch minor reserracons. The Scace 
College Trustees aad che Begsats of che Uairersiry 
of Califoraia geaeraily f oimaiate their owu proposals 
ia Deeeaiber aad forward chcm co che State Depart- 



OttC of Fisaae* for bod^ «OQside?atioa. CoBcsr* 
RSslT ^ CoordinftSB^ CooBdl isr H3fgh tr Sdncarion 
aiso maim a fe9ors with reeoaaadacSaoa vhidi is 
Bfl4t avaiiabla Co iha Scase Dtpanment of Fbasfis. 
7h» GovMsor asd Departrntafi of S^sauss 
iidtf tiiHe ahsT iaontw pro{MiaIs ia ?eiaGioA to du 
tr^iiabilitr o< ftiads aad eluir otni aaaiyva oi ixoHtr 
niarr at«is aaii dmidt aov aocii ^ aa intfrast* ii 
asf , to iaclode is Uit Gu^nsor's BodfiC T!ie L^fb* 
laim AaalTn la the ^i/uxiym tlu Sudg§t B^U pn» 
rtdti aiuln^ <usd weommiMidarioga aa » tl&t Gcrcr- 
oor'i badgec propotaL 

Wtm appropfiaca lasjalasxre eoasiscata Imr ti&a 
badfK requot 2or faaiit7 nlarr iaweiaa (hxr msf 

Tluir izst resimsaibiiitr ia co caa* 
sidtf tha G^reisar 'i mofiuoMdatioaa ia tha Bfui^vt 
BSL Ea^nrw^ tha Unimsisr aad dia Callforria 
Stasa CoO^rei gramUj rsqtuss cha appomaitT » 
pnsns chtir owa rcnwatatniiariflM^ ^fbiah fraiiiaaci^ 
ditfir ±m tiw Ga^aisor's propaoL iisa, tha Co- 
wdinad&f Conattil ior fflytiar Bducarioa pRsaati its 
rwofluacBiiariaa% TaRma faaaltr wsaaisttiaaa 0U17 
dfldta to taakt iadapaodias propoiaii. Tha La«iiiacart 
haa baa ^ooparaciTa ia pra^id^ aU iatocRad parties 
tha op po f t un ig7 ta presaas ±tir 7iatn» but diesa 
pTBasmiBBS haTo baa f^^^v^ ^ TviaiiofQ 
ia neamoaadasicma aad ia tha data trhiah mpp^ 
tha sai|tia9& 

WHO SHOUta PtfPAOS FAOJWT 

SAUurr WORTS 

Thoa appaaia ta ba soaia diaSsressa a£ opiaioa 
wuea g aiin r tha parpoaa oi famiity niavr ivpora ud 
^a<witwiwmn^ftf^#n»< prspand b^ tha CMrdiaada^ Caiia* 
ol Air ^T^*^ HdnnrictL Tha tr mvanicy of Caiifsrsia 
ttd tha CaiUaxsia Staca CaUms eonmi thaa thar 
shaaid aaka dirwt rgeoguaanriaffflio zq tha Go^asaar 
aad tha Lagblatar^ aad that Cooxdlaaciag Cooadl 
laeataaiffflriatfflns ihoid ba reasardad ai iadapaadaat 
.iiiwiii^if^ Coanx^Tf tha D^pMgmus oi Flaaaca 
aad tha 0'9aipdtaad&^ Oi)aaa£L ^off S3i^a^^ ^Sldacastaa 
baUara thaa saiarr i ^ M^ aad ragmmniwrfarlniTi oi 
tha CiKwH trf*^*^^^ Caaaoil ba prisar^ 

part ohaitstd ta tha Dapartmaas a< 7!aaaea aad tha 
Gufaniur ta coaaidaa ia piBpa&ia^ bad^ac recaBnaaa* 
dada&a Tha Oaparrsass oi ?!saaea ^acaa that nah 
a rapor; shooid ba ngardid as dailar ia lonxs ta tha 
aaasai salary report raiacay a» exyil sarrteo saUrias 
pnparsd br ±a Stan Pusoaaai 3cacti ior cha Got- 
eraor aad tha Lagoiantra. It ia ^ixr opiaio^ tius the 
L^gssianaa shooid spadde aad prsurr caasid* 
^racoa to iho rwoauafTirificinna Ia tha Gornaor's 
3ad«ae and to tha aaaaal ia^t7 niarr report oi 
tha Coordiaasia? Coxmeil ior H^y^ar SdagnTioit. How- 
f far. asf Mparaca rwumaBiiri a tima oi tha CaxvaniCT 
of Caiiioiaia aad Caiiiozaia Stasa CoUaga should 
aiio ba eoaauUrsd* 



WHAT PAOJITY SALAAT UPCRTS SHOULD 
CSNTAiN 

Wa do aot baUtre thax raportia? rsqaired oi tha 
Zni^mvTf tha Caiiiocaia Sua Coilas^ aad tha 
Coordisasisg Cooadl ior ffiyhar Sdararton soaaid 
limit cha riffht oi thaM zqmsia » ^aphaaa speeide 
poiacs ia sapporcia? their otra raaomseadadoas* 
&«avar, tha La^iiiaCBra wooid take icapa to estah* 
Uah a isooabcos baata apaa tHueh is ^rlll reetire com* 
prahaan^ iaiersasto ateos iao&it? <alirwi other 
ba&ete aad rsiaced aabjaoa from to rear. iJtar 
eartfai eansidtfadaa oi tha statfstigai aad other 
yroaada preaotad ia sapporc. oi salary aad other 
teaedt iaereaae propoaaia ia the past* ^ re^mawid 
that taaifl data iaaiadad ia iaeoisy saiarr nports 
to tha L^palacura ia a eoa^osat form ia the ioUow- 
iay areaa: 

A* FaanityOasa 

B. 9alarrOaa 

C. Frlaga Baaadti 

0. Total Caa^tMaBoa 
E. Spa«daLPrtrtIes«saBdBa8^;to 
Svpi^2saa£arr laeama 

Slaaa it ia aenssarr for scad oi tha « ee ad T i aad 
ligjalaora hraaahas oi go^vameat ta aaaiyv reoom* 
meadattnaa prior to tha eammaaeamat oi a l^^ssiasiTe 
aesiioBp all report aad rmwnmanri^tinrt laoald be 
completed by Dacsmoar 1 oi each ?Mr« 

Am PiufuiffF Oan 
L Fladia^ 

a. IaiorsaciT9 data aboos the sise, cmpoaitida, 
reteasiaap aad f ae r*»f?nifmt oi Caiii^osaia 
Stase CoUaga iaeaity haa beea prwwtftd to 
die LegisiacarB from ctma co tiaa. bat osa* 
ally it baa beaa so ^iaei^ that n laesa 
objeetiTlty aad baa bea iaaoaaiatat ibsm 
rear fear. 

b. Sop ario r iaeaity p ariurganett baa zat baea 

nmmtimn^^^ 33 4 TSttOa ?0 JOfltfifj pait 7^ 

(^lOatti Sot sapariar salaries* 

T!ia ioUowQif data ihrniid ba compiled aad pre* 
s^sed aaaaaUy <m a eoaaiAaas basis. Dessi- 
tiom oi irhat coaatitacas laeaUy ar? leit :o the 
disarstioa oi the rn^^TErdty aad tha state col- 
ic^ bat ahoold be cieariy dedaed ia aaf Tfport. 
^lidfrrnnal data aay be iseiaded ia aay jir^ 
Tear to saphaaiae speeiai probimnx bat saeh 
data sLjuid sappioieat 20t repiaae the basu: 
iaiOTgatioa reeomauaded below*. Graphs shoaid 
^ osed Tha praatieaL accompaaied by sap- 
porthisf tables ia aa appeadix. Kaeoasiaaded 
iaaalty *ata iaaladaa: 
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& T2ii xnsnbe of fiaaltr, b? rtak and tha i&- 

b« CweBt fMSlt? oBipoBtiaB ezprtaBtd is 
BfS^BffBl un&fl^ iaehidSsg btxt sot liirrf^^ 
iQ tht pcrosfiUvf of tht fsealtr who 

e. Stedot^Moltf niioi ai a aciss of espreo- 

Dm nlscisff to aII s«v tell^cim laealsr 2 w 
^ Offmt ^^^""^ fttr iseisiis; tho nsa- 
bcr Und« aooiti of mspkirmtnr^ thoir nsk 
tad UffattC dism E^Wsff ruaaeim 
dumtd Aiae bo sotad. Pfl^ttausc hji^rrHr' 
trcsdi ts tbno dtfA ghosid bo osAlTzod* ^€ 
do SM bdioTt that ssbjooci^ aad iumploco 
^l^^^m^ oBCi^Bas^B^ ToaoflSo for c^Bsoio^ dows 
effoSp neh ts has btcs proMstad is tha pasi. 



Panh^ 18S0VV ntcs cfflaparisg tha sins- 
bar of foparattosa to tool faeol^ aceordis^ 
to tha foOowssf ssfsotad easoforiai; dasth 
or rediamatp to renanh or gzidsata work, 
istr^issticstiosal sssifacL othff coBayi or 
Usivausif taaahiBC^ bsaisaai asd gv^ars* 
atasty othar* 



Tba Snt thrca reeosnasdmsiosa tbon are dt* 
f^grrH to raflaat iaeois^ liaar cosipoaitioSf rasfi 
of gsowthf ksd workdoa^ Tha iselniOB of cos* 
liasast data from rear to ?aar wiU fuiUata 
txasd asalya i a aa ft rdataa to tiM isstitutiosa 
Isrolrad asd, whsa pottftlop .to cocrparabla is- 
Tha pvpoaa of hifhidtiiy data « 
saw faasltr asd faeolsj tszso^ar ia to pntida 
a ^sas^tasiva b^aa for disBcsiUKBS ^f prvbiaoia 
reUdav to SaaaStf im aittigc t $ad mentioa. It 
ssf iiao ht HOTitfHfll to iaelixdt scbx« basie 
stft dg iei about ^ cviiUbl* nps^T of iaeaixr 
to Mt tviut praporttoB of th* aaxte n«v PhD 's 
Sot csmpls, C^liiBrsiA issiincioBS birs tvsty 



t. T3W UairwrawT tennl f etrs has es* 
duagvd aUr7 d«i3 to prorid* a eoasisuan 
eospssxira ^vttb ipfleud grottp of ' ' sn« 
iasst" oBi re gg tig. as v«U aa ^ith a jroixp 
of Bisff pcblie vx;iv«s<sines. Cosrersftir, this 
Caiiioraia State CoUc^ hare noi vet ataiy 
Uabed a lis; oi easpMTthit issntnnoiis vhish 
is g n ' ^) * p *' -' »h^* to 

b. Beth tta« Uarnsrsitr oi Caliionia and 'ju 
Coordisadsf Coimdl for Hifber Edneaxias 
irf^Ti«^Tff That saUzT eomparisoBs m appro* 



piiaic iassxcaciotts is tbt b«sc dsgio method 
of dtceaisiag saiarr Bccd& 
e. ThM naimsicT of Calif orsia piaea less ^ 

^mmn^rn OQ ttUTT COmpTtSOBS «itb SOB* 

aoadflttie flmpiorsist cfaaa tht Coordi&atlss 
Cotmoil oa Hi«iier Sdscatios aad tha Call* 
fossia Sutt CeUegn. 
d. SalsT bMTcaats lure been propped on the 
teiii of di g ar o nri ais bttveo tool MsapOBsa- 
doB (salaries plus firtefs beaita} ia eom^ 



0. Beth the Tl^rmxr s&d the Califoraia State 
CoDa«8i ha;Ti teadad to relate tha sise of 
proposed saUrr ixureaacs to how aaeh of aa 
iaereaw «mid bo aimiinT to reuixa to a 
spodfie e aiap ot i i i ye i^'ff*^"** wtaieh s^sied ia 
1957-58 aad ^vfaieh was aaassaQj adtaa* 



ERIC 



t Salarr eogaparisoas have ^rcqaeatlr besa 
Bade to TasioQs lovela teaafaiag iaeladhig 
dsm8&sar7, V gt sehoei aad jaaior eoU«s« 
salaries. 

g. Methods of salarr eompansoas ^dth othor 
iastitBdoas have vasied from year to 7ear ia 
report! prepared br the state eelle«es. 

a. reeomaad that proposed iaeoitr salary 
i^A P w^MB disctecaish b«tw«ea: (1) iaereaaes 
mmumttMty fo flis**^^ tho cuTTeat eoaspeti- 
tiro poiitioa sad (2? iacwM q to iaipwrt 
tht cQtnst co&patitiva p oa i t i g ^ 

(1) Propoaad imawea xa mninnin the am* 
iaf cQBpoticiTi po^tios airraid bo ^tti"?- 
alase to a pioyec t i os of tha avenge 
aalaiT xviacioBaiiip betweea the tTiuTar- 
str, or stau edlav«a. asd Msiparable 
iasUtmi oaa dariu g the c t ir r cg t ^scai 
5tar to tha aas S^eal year. reeorn- 
ami that this projaeaos be based os & 
projeados of aanul niarr isereaaes br 
rash is com par a b le iast rtat i oM dsitair 
zh^ past fire Taacv pasautsisf scatitricii 
ftdjnftmrrtt for wnu^al drossiftaaceSi 
Thsa tha pru p uatd iscraaaa to aaistais 
tha cflspaiiid^ positios wrjuid* 

xs dieet. be aqtial to the arenge ci as« 
sisai MMiMXf iprrfta^ is o^m^^ruble 
ic« tsr i ofl3 dtxtisff the past £79 fears. S 
reeord of the aeevacr oi prpjeetxcss 
should be aaistaised is as appendix. 

'Z) Seeoamendaoaas to mprore the ctzr* 
rest etnspedtr^e posstioss shouid be re- 
lated to the iddidosai adrasiagea to be 
denied* 

b« It is also reeoQimesded ihat the Caliiorsu 
State Cone^e Tnisiees select g list oi 
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pmbk ifisdcsBioos Mtin t2it ntai tmt aad 
this ofRfmtaa b« aefodatni to ese!ung« 
nitfT ^ats in a iora wiiidi ^ fiHIttim 
c^Bpvisou A list tht gittiia isbA to 
MiMt «oaptnbit iastttodoia, 9ls9 duno- 

bt iselvdid in atss n^rt 

09 'ilftTfflfm ymfffi wj iTTHiipmrT*^* OS (SUXIWIS 

sttluT tBOOB ud liisBuiu crtsds to con* 
panbl* iBsdt&xiaa toQaminq gsaml 
pRBflipla an crasidtfed to Im ipiporttBS: 

(1) SmUxt ^nid b« »f»rued fram 

&ir purpuio of sspovt^By %aiju7 

(2) A, cmniimnt 2ora sbsold bt qsmI from 
rstr to 7W CO pnsHBfi siUrr dftta. Jl 
sngycmd &nm mifffat b« ta iOaftntt a 

tzin by osts^ a Uat inph for taeii 
aslL Aa al tTHiii fw adi^ b« & aU« 
wbiah liBply sho^ tHun Cailfocsiift 

(iBriTfiy tbc piis fin 

bt iUutnutd ^luiwiiuf a list <it ant* 

end Mhtf soBpissUtf xsstitstioiis 
&QB tto hilghwt to chtf lo^tsc sfisigt, 
br nak. d» Ins Mcaii aad cozms 
jvtcL tlus wfll ifaoir ±t nlatiTv poii* 
Gto& a< ralffnniM UmitiiU pn ior tiu 
Im accBii ud tfauBiii rnssr as w«U as 
tht rugt aTimvoL Freqottfir discri« 
texiras of £a6i]iC7 bf nsk or proA^or 
thuaiii bs iBettvpurscid ia 4S a^ipsndis 

tsss ot STwigfs iMcnvBU cbom putlenisr 
iimimiiuia ia a |im jmt s^old bs 

cioa di fusitf ia dis bisk nan or tisa 

(3) Spsdsl duft to nbBcna 4 pinieixlsr 
|mbiss ia asj giv^ Tuv ^tnxid bs 
a ppwpga ts at loa? u ^ sap^Mmaa. 
tsthsr thsa r^pisccsy bsido ssIat^ ^ ^f^ 

d F!saUr, it is rgcmrnnrrritd tbst saisrr daa 
bs nportad la a iota bj tsak ^^rtUsk eoop w« 
nsa for diSu^nca ia iacaltf discfbucioaa. 

& Ffffujs SsnsAis 
L Pladia^a 

a. ?2is dsdaitioa oi iaa^ bsasdta g^snUr 
igfliTidfa bsBttta sTiilabis to liX i^mivr tbas 
bsrt a doQju am » ths m^iayn. 3«atdt3 
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gad sartiets ia kiad coBsidirod to bs 
trisfe bmsfiti oaijr if a oak psTmsat optioa 
is sraiisUs. Bttizvaeas aad htaicii iiwv* 
aacif by dtdatcioa. an the oaiy pro* 
griBS coBsid^fyd as isioft btcfttita xhB 
C ni TMa i t7 oi Cali&nua aad ths Caiiiocaia 
Staa Cdll€9«. 

coxa* 

partPM hATt baca ssds at aU» hare fiaer- 
ally ben Uaittd co ths doilar entribadsa 
by ths aplofsr ani hart aoc iaeiadid aay 
aaily^ <nE ^ ^naiity oi ths bcaedts to chs 

^ Is is rwnmmtndfd thss fnage bea^ CDS- 
pac^oas Qi ttp* oi bentdt a« inflinriwi ia 
iaeaitr ulurr nports, bat oompand Mpa- 
cstiirfromaiaxia. Swh eoispazisooa ahoold 
bttlttda a analTSia «)< the ^aaiit7 oi th» 
b«stdti n aa ±a dollar coss xo cha 

bu Proponb to iootaao fptenb 2rin«9 bcBA^ 
shooid bo mada stpaiasoif from siiazies, in* 
aliO^^a^ sspaxacs ^^on csct^Bacsa* 
3^ ^^d^ax^tflSQtta 

Ss pssMS proponis for iaerasss ia saUzies aad 
fsia^ iMa^fii ihooLd bs ssds to fcaisidsM sds* 
tiadsRQadia^ aboot eooipstitiTQ j^^csisioaL 7'?r 
ffimpk, Infamsrtflfi n^aaitrsd v> ths IS63 
LsgMssan by ths TainBsity of C;aii&tzaia, ia 
sappnt oi a pr opw d saiazy iaessss for ISSZ^ 
S4p cfflapsnd total conipsgsatioa data (saiaxia 
pAas ts^tfe bsa^ifis) nthsr thaa oiahss aloas. 
T!Us rsport scsu0d ia ^rt: *'Ia Maspaza^ sal- 
az3^8Sf £c389o ^^asdts sosc bs c^csa ac^ 
anmx. Salarr coB^nsooa bwveea tba CaiTer- 
sitr asd otitic i iiaiitttci oaa baaod oa sakuj iion4 
lode £ar more ^aroraiilo ciiaa eompansona oi 
olazus ^va b^ntjUs." Tha I«a» faronfalo coai« 
pszim wsi ^^ith isn^s basdtsu not saiacia^ 
dws ths Tvport reeoaaxsaded a salary iasresss 
lozifBiy on ths bssib oi a iiSsrma ia &=s«s 
bsasS^ AltittOfh it is iait chat coxapazaoaa of 
total ottpsmcioa are approprisss iaeiasioaa ia 
a fasaicy salary r9pi»t» sash data shoald oaly 
bs ia addfajea to nshsr dxsa 13 piaos oi sspa- 
rats aaaiy^ss oi ths emjmt etnapecitiTs positioa 
ia saiacies aad tem^a bauidt^, 

0* Tflfoi Csfsoaraoflofi 
1* Tladia^s 

a. Total coB^sszaatioa data ^oasxscs oi arnragB 
salacisi pios a doilar asucmt j gp r g sqntr ag 
ths ^sxpioysr '9 coa oi &ta9& bansdta. 

b. T!io Coorrfinartny C^PaaeU for Si^iisr 2du- 
catioa, ths 7oires3sty oi Cailforsia aad the 
Caliiorma Stats CoUegts bars ia ths ?ast ail 



tsud tonl coi^)«iaacio& dfta pnpared axui 
pixhilaiiid Of etid Ai&fsieaa Assoeiuiaa o£ 
U aivegai t y Profesanca ia tbmr rsspeei^ 
fsflslt^ silttx reports. 



^« rteonacsd ihM toul (Mm{»aaatio& dasa^ as 

pT«£e90fi. ba isdadftd A fwaitr s^^^ 
npoRS as s lapptemmt to sipansa ttlaxy 

Tb09 am othar Cauiltf psMkga and a eoo o m i o 
boi&s wfaifik an Sttt as £sis«e boo* 

fits bmass ths7 mf aot be sraflaUs to ail 
iwmtBr w & thi '^^^^^^ of & fieinge baxe^ 
ia sme othir resptet KTOTipf^ ax tho Tjaxror- 
iit7 oi ralffflTHii iadodft txp to oM-balf tho 
eoB o2 2iiovin7 tip«nti» raestio&s tor Xl«fB0Btii 
appoiaSMS^ tb# tniriaff a£ noaioidsBt toitira 
for fuaitr ASdsa^ nbhiriftsi ksrcs ps7, 
$ad otiur spidml aad siek \esfm with or with- 
out p9iy. 

It is rBeoBmBdsd tbas & list of special prrri* 
kga sad bcasfits be dadsed sad immnsnfi of 
rdaxad poUdfi be isdaded ia a sp«ttl seetioa 
la fscsre faoshr s&isrr reports so tfa« t^ 
^ry*'^"* ^ will be STormrs of what thoe pxiri- 
logo sad iHf^ fwffitii^^ 

3. Consescs 

The ^nP*^"^ ^ estaUisfaracst of samM of ±ese 
speeml pzzrilcges aad beaedts eoald isiprove 
iwxuiUm sMocsi aors thaa thr ^yrpenriftrrpB oi 
eraapsnble asoima ia aiariss. For anmpie, 
wTfxoif 6spe&ses are sot muieaily ofhrsd br 
the state coOega bot some aUoweaee might 
axefce the diSsreaee of wluther & ^mmg csadi* 
date froB the SmC eoald aoeept aa appoiat- 
meat. If this tTpe of beaedt is proposed, it axst 
lacitide adecfB&te co a tr ois* 

StipplemeRV^n^ InGonve 
L Fladiags 

& The maiffpiff loyalties emttd br persaitsiBg 
famity to sapplemsat their sslsriss by esxa* 
iag eiUE iaeome firaa Tssioos soaress withia 
and ofxcdde his college or tT aiveisit) is rcc- 
ogaind as a prohieia coinsioa to iasticxtioas 
of ^^g^^ cdneetion throughout tho Ux&itcd 
States. 

b. There apparently are proportumateiy znore 
pnrats eoianitiag oppomaities in CaJifor* 



pjn other areas of the nsri^T For 

aauaplSt SI pereeat of the federal resesreh 
oaf^aes ooosraets ws^e eoaeeatrased ia Call* 
fioisia daring 1963-64. 

c« The ITsiTBSsity of CalifQraia has general ?oU 
ieiea d fr iga f ^ to infflr * that oaaide aecir^des 
do not iaterfers with Uairenxty respoaaibili* 
tie& I! oaaide aectTities tntfr:^*^ * widi Cai* 
ressity resprasihilitic% the facolty aeaher 
geaeraOy arast nkM a lasre of afaaoee with* 
oas pay oatside aestrxties are coai« 

pdeie^ Those aad other related XJaiveraiey 
poUdcs were praiatd ia a Caraegie* 
jSaaseed scady titled Uimmty Paeuiiy 
Compmsatiffn PoUm€S aad ProOiou. 

d. The Coordhutin? Coaaeil for Higher Sdn- 
i*etifffl sahnxictod esoerpts fros aasioawido 
ssodies reiactag to the pagnirnrie of oatside 
aatintitap We hare so way of determlTring 
hoir ^ data may rslatt to Caiifocsiav bat if 
the dgares sre reasaaahle* then it appeacs 
that probabir & Ivge peircatage of facalty 
haee at Ittss oae soarse of ftT&ra laeome. 
Sonrces of iacytpe were reported axe follows: 



Lfesorlaf ■■mi n 
Omral wntiae 
tad 



Pq^Uc m^%9 iod fflgprfflCloii ctfUinlftne 



51^ 

a 

IS 



e. The United State ^fio9 oi Sdacatiou 
josc completed a nationwide saaplo sur^^ 
of oatsde aamia^ of coilege faeoltr for 
1^*^ iithonga data nss not t»oa pnb- 
lisj^ y^ ipedai permissioa oas been re- 
iserved to npm the following rssoits which 
are quoted from a letter seat :o the L^J5^ 
hxtxn Analyst on December 3. 1964 from the 
sta£ of the Calif orsu State College Tr ust ee s : 

OUTSIOf BAANWGS Of TXACHINO FACULTY ON 
ACAOSMie YUR CONTRACTS (9-10 MONTHS) 

The C S* Ofice of Sdneation has just eompieted a 
nationwide snrrfy of outside earqinyi by a sampling 
of ail college faculty nationwide for 1961-61 The re* 
stilts are as follows: 
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sitmuMiP mmUoc ^m^^m^ 
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1^ T4 
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900 
1.400 



TlM Uiffbot Kvmgo 9ania«s bf ccadun^ 2eld aad 
xha p«reesta4« with otnsid* eaxsuxqs ars: 

Tflp. /»fc4^ — ^ ^ ?s A300 

S3 3^ 



la Ugiis a£ th« Joinx 



Tim Afo 




We reeonuBttui chu ±t Coordinating Coon* 
dl fdr yy*^ Sdnnrinn, ch« UArrerssty ai 
Califnsia aad the ^^^^'^^^^ State CoUi^a 
eMoermte in dettRnininff tiM asans to '^rhieli 
faonlt^ nusbon pasticspaM in ossra actiri* 
ties to sopplCTest xhm asst-moinii saiariei 
mi^fwft^fiy inforaas^ ai to ^rim essra ac* 
tirttia U9 assaltr pcformed (saeii as vsoa* 
dosa. 6t&;/Saeh aetirnies wooU iaeiisia. 
bat oot b« liaufd to, iMtnring; jpsaral tmt« 
i2i9, SIII&818P and f ffdiwiiiii tgfffinny» jjv^ern* 
sent (soomltm^ tescbook wntts^^ pnrate 
conoitin^ pnbiic so^ios aaii fonndacioa 
etiBsaitxn(r and otiisr jgnfft^iionai aetxrmes. 
If sttdi a fcody so tfy ew s tiut tiio magsistuie 
ri that aeOTitia is nxdi tiiat tfaa periarm* 
aaet oi sormal traxremc7 aad state coUe^e 
mpoQsibilities are periups bein? adrerKir 
oif ee^ed. tiiea eraaideration uonid be j iv ea 



CO the ponihilitT oi aainraining acre com- 
plete and taimmngftti reeorda. Sach records 
wMid aid adain»BaciTe ofidals and aea* 
deak wsases whm re^ierrinff reeoouaenda- 
aom im jmnoeons aad saiaxr increases 
and provide somoarr data for reporting to 
the LegisiauxTs on these iftrnrgrunt £aenirr 
weUare items. 2Ccr rsar s iaonlrr aiary re- 
port of the CoordinMins Conndl for Bghftr 
S^Qcasioa ahonld incorporate the resaits oi 
this ftBdr. 

b. We also reeommend that fTl$tiny state 
1^ I»iifiies and osioreesMnt prvnees re- 
gaxding es&a naplofmeat be ret-letr«d and 
apdataiL 

e* Finally, it is rwnnnxenddd chat faetiii7 sal* 
lepuiu keep the Legxalamre informed 
abocR pdieies and praetiees relating to essa 
cBpIoyinent* 

1 Coaunents 

In oar opinion* it trtmid se^ chat any essa 
emphofrmm would aSeec the qaalicr of per« 
fonnaaoe of CuivenlLy pespo^inibiliries sinee 
£aoalC7 snrveys indiesTe chat the srera^re iae* 
ulty wuekMeek is 54 hooRk The time spm qtl 
aetiritifa for extra comp^xsarion ( eseept dar* 
ing the sommer) would be on top of xriuc die 
faenlrr has dedaed as thexr areage ivvrVi-eeic 
Because, in some instances, it ia di^ait co de* 
tersine wiieth« a jiren iueome^prodociag ats- 
riritr, sneh aa writing a book, is eonsidared a 
normal Uaxt^sitv responsibilitT or an asra 
avhritT, distinctions berween normal and ^szrz 
actirinee need to be more clearir d^ed. 

3Xaeh ox the ootside comprasation reeered 
bf facaltr eomse in the form of grants oade 
direetlT to the facnltr meawer mriier than 
throng die rn iver s ic r or colleges. There is ao 
regnlar reporcag of these grants or the ner- 
sonai compensation which ther proride to fac- 
zlST. and tiie colleges and UsiTerntr do not 
eomdder the reporting of such income be 
fmude. It mar be desirahle to ^iconrag^ ±e 
Congreai to dirett that ^^^axer aamher of 
tf t anca made br United States agencies for re- 
search be made directir to academic instlra* 
tions. 
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION 



THE California Postseeondary Education Conunis- 
sion is a dtizra board established in 1974 by the 
Legislature ami Gov«mOT to coordinate the efforts 
of California's eolieges and universities and to pro- 
vide independent, nm-partisan policy analysis and 
reeommendationa to the Governor and Legislature. 

Members of the Commisaion 

The Commission consists of 15 members. Ninerei^ 
resent the general public, with three each appointed 
for six-yeax terms by the Governor, the Senate 
Rules Committee, and the Speaker of the Assembly. 
The other six represrat the major segment of pos^ 
secondary education in California. 

As of March 1^1, the Commissioners representing 
the general public were: 

Lowell J. Paige, £1 Macero; Chair; 
Henry Der, San Fraittisco; Vice Chair; 
Mim Andelson, Los Angeles; 
C. Thomas Dean, Long Beadi; 
Rosalind K. Goddard, Los Angeles; 
Helen Z. Hansen, Long Beach; 
Hari-Lud Jaramillo, Emeryville; > 
Dale F. Shimasald, San Francisco 
Stephen P. Teale, M.D., Modesto. 

Representatives of the segments were: 

Joseph D. Carrabino, Orange; appointed by the 
Callfomia State Board of Education; 

James B. Jamieson, San Luis Obispo; appointed by 
the Governor from lunninees prop(»ed by Califor- 
nia's independent colleges and universities 

Meredith J. Khaehigian, San Clemente; appointed 
by the Regents of the University of California; 

John F. Parkhurst, Folsom; appointed by the Board 
of Governors of the California Community Colleges; 

Theodore J. Saenger, San Francisco; appointed by 
the Trustees of the California State University; and 

Han-y Wugalter, Thousand Oaks; appointed by the 
Council for Private Postsecondary and Vocational 
Education. 



Functions of the Commission 

The Commis^on is charged by the Legislature and 
Governor to ''assure the effective utilization of pub- 
lic p<»tsecondary education resources, thereby elimi- 
nating waste and unnecessary dupUcatuHi, and to 
{ffomote diversity, innovation, and responsiveness 
to student and societal needs." 

To this end, the Commission conducts independent 
reviews of matters afifeeting the 2,^ institutions of 
postsea>ndary eduction in CaUfomia, including 
community colleges, foiir-year colleges, universi- 
ties, and professional and occupational schools. 

As an advisory planning and coordinating body, the 
Commission does not administer or govern any in- 
stitutions, nor doea it a|iprove, authorize, or accredit 
any of them. Instead, it cooperates with other State 
agencies and non-governmental groups that per- 
form these Amctions, while operating as an indepen- 
dent board with its own staff and its own specific du- 
ties of evaluation, coordination, and planning, 

m 

Operation of the Conunisaion 

The Commission holds regular meetings throughout 
the year at whidi it debates and takes action on 
sta£r studies and takes portions on {»t}pc8ed legisla- 
tion affecting education beyomi the high school in 
California. By law, its meetings are open to the 
public Requests to speak at a meeting may be made 
by writing the Commission in advai^ or by submit- 
ting a request before the start of the meeting. 

The Commission's day-toKiay work is carried out by 
its staff in Sacramento, ur^er the guidance of its e.\- 
ecutive director, Kenneth B. O'Brien, who is ap- 
pointed by the Commission. 

The Commission publishes and distributes without 
charge some 30 to 40 reports each year on major is- 
sues confronting California postsecondary educa- 
tion. Recent reports are listed on the back cover. 

Further informstion about the Commission, its 
meetings, its staff, and its publications may be ob- 
tained from the C'>mmission offices at 1020 Twelfth 
Street, Third Floor. Sacramento, CA 93514-3985; 
telephone (916) 446-7933. 
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FACULTY SALARIES IN CALIFORNIA'S 
PUBUC UNIVERSITIES, 1991-92 
California Postsccondary Education Commission Report 91-10 



ONE of a series of reports published by the Commis- 
sion aa part of its planning and coordinating respon- 
sibiUties. Additional copies may be obtained without 
charge from the PubUcations Office, California Post- 
secondary Education Commission, Third Floor, 1020 
Twelfth Street, Sacramento, California 95814-3985. 

Recent reports of the Commission include: 

90-22 Second Progress Report on the Effectiveness 
of Intersegmental Student Preparation Programs: 
The Second of Three Reports to the Legislature in Re- 
sponse to Item 6420-0011-001 of the 1988-89 Budget 
Act (October 1990) 

90-23 Student Profiles. 1990: The First in a Series 
of Annual Factbooks About Student Participation in 
California Higher Education (October 1990) 

90-24 Fiscal Profiles, 1990: The First in a Series of 
Factbooks About the Financing of California Higher 
Education (October 1990) 

90-25 Public Testimony Regarding Preliminary 
Draft Regulations to Implement the Private Postsec- 
ondary and Vocational Education Reform Act of 1989: 
A Report in Response to Assembly Bill 1993 (Chapter 
1324, Statutes of 1989) (October 1990) 

90-26 Legislation Affecting Higher Education Dur- 
ing the Second Year of the 1989-90 Session: A Staff 
Report of the California Postsecondary Education 
Commission (October 1990) 

90-27 Legislative Priorities of the Commission, 
1991: A Report of the California Postsecondary Edu- 
cation Commission (December 1990) 

90-28 State Budget Priorities of the Commission. 
1991: A Report of the California Postsecondary Edu- 
cation Commission (December 1990) 

90-29 Shortening Time to the Doctoral Degree: A 
Report to the Legislature and the University of Cali- 
fornia in Response to Senate Concurrent Resolution 
66 (Resolution Chapter 174, Sutute= of 1989) (De- 
cember 1990) 

90-30 Transfer and Articulation in the 1990s: Cali- 
fornia in th« Larger Picture (December 1990) 

90-31 Preliminary Draft Regulations for Chapter 3 
of Part 59 of the Education Code, Prepared by the 
California Postsecondary Education Commission for 
Consideration by the Council for Private Postsecon- 
dary and Vocational Education. (December 1990) 



90- 32 Statement of Reasons for Preliminary Draft 
Regulations for Chapter 3 of Part 59 of the Education 
Code, Prepared by the California Postsecondary Edu- 
cation Commission for the Council for Private Postse- 
condary and Vocational Education. (December 1990) 

91- 1 Library Space Standards at the California 
State University: A Report to the Legis?i> ;ure in Re- 
sponse to Supplemenul Language to the 1990-91 
State Budget (January 1991) 

91-2 Progress on the Commission's Study of the 
California State University's Administration: A Re- 
port to the Governor and Legislature in Response to 
Supplemental Report Language of the 1990 Budget 
Act (January 1991) 

91-3 Analysis of the 1991-92 Governor's Budget: A 
Staff Report to the California Postsecondary Educa- 
tion Commission (March 1991) 

91-4 Composition of the Staff" in California's Public 
Colleges and Universities from 1977 to 1989: The 
Sixth in the Commission's Series of Biennial Reports 
on Equal Employment Opportunity in California's 
Public Colleges aiMi Universities (April 1991) 

91-5 Status Report on Human Corps Activities, 
1991: The Fourth in a Series of Five Annual Reports 
to the Legislature in Response to Assembly BUI 1829 
(Chapter 1245, SUtut«s of 1987) (AprU 1991) 

91-6 The State's Reliance on Non-Governmental 
Accreditation, Part Two: A Report to the Legislature 
in Response to Assembly Bill 1993 (Chapter 1324, 
Statutes of 1989) (April 1991) 

91-7 State Policy on Technology for Distance Learn- 
ing: Recommendations to the Legislature and the 
Ciovemor in Response to Senate Bill 1202 (Chapter 
1038, Statutes of 1989) (April 1991) 

91-8 The Educational Equity Plan of the California 
Maritime Academy: A Report to the Legislature in 
Response to Language in the Supplemental Report of 
tiie 1990-91 Budget Act (April 1991) 

91-9 The California Maritime Academy and the 
California State University: A Report to the Legisla- 
ture and the Department of Finance in Response to 
Supplemental Report LangUL,e of the 1990 Budget 
Act (April 1991) 

91-10 Faculty Salaries in California's Public Uni- 
versities, 1991-92: A Report to the Ugislature and 
Governor in Response to Senate Concurrent Resolu- 
tion No. 51 (1965) (April 1991) 



